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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable BRIAN 
SCHATZ, a Senator from the State of 
Hawaii. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
God of love and light, You never fail 

those who trust You. As people make 
contingency plans for a possible gov-
ernment shutdown, give us Your grace 
in our difficulties, enabling us to rest 
in the assurance of Your wisdom and 
love. 

Lord, when our Senators have done 
their part in all honesty and diligence, 
may they resolutely commit them-
selves to the unfolding of Your loving 
providence. Teach them to say even in 
dark seasons: Father, let Your will be 
done. Forgive us our penchant for divi-
sion, as You stir our hearts to look for 
common ground. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge 
of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. LEAHY). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 26, 2013. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable BRIAN SCHATZ, a Sen-
ator from the State of Hawaii, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. SCHATZ thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of the Repub-
lican leader, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the continuing resolu-
tion. At 10:30 this morning, after Sen-
ator MCCONNELL and I finish our re-
marks, the majority and the Repub-
licans will control alternating 1-hour 
blocks of time, with the majority con-
trolling the first hour. 

I filed cloture last evening on the 
continuing resolution. As a result, the 
filing deadline for all first-degree 
amendments to the resolution is 1 p.m. 
today. Absent consent, the cloture vote 
will occur 1 hour after the Senate con-
venes tomorrow, Friday. 

Mr. President, as I said yesterday—I 
tell everyone here again today—we 
know what the end is like. We can fin-
ish this sometime Saturday, but it 
would seem to me that we should do 
everything we can to get this back to 
the House as quickly as we can. So it 
would be my suggestion that—we have 
the ability to wrap this up today. I 
would suggest that would be the best 
thing to do, but it is up to my Repub-
lican colleagues as to whether they 
will let that happen. 

f 

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, yesterday I 
warned of the economic consequences 

if a few extremist Republicans force a 
government shutdown. Already, the 
stock market has slipped, and that is 
an understatement. Five days in a 
row—the longest continuous period 
since 2012—the stock market has gone 
down, and they all say it is the result 
of the fear of the government shutting 
down. And why should the financial 
markets feel any differently? People 
are still speaking about closing the 
government. 

Now, the talk by a few Republicans 
over here has stopped the last 24 hours, 
but they over there are taking up 
where the long talk over here ended: 
Close the government. The tea party is 
still insisting on a shutdown. It is hard 
to comprehend, but it is true. 

The dark consequences do not end 
just by saying that. If the Federal Gov-
ernment closes its doors, seniors apply-
ing for Social Security will not be able 
to apply. Veterans applying for dis-
ability will not be able to apply. They 
would be forced to wait until the Fed-
eral workers return to their posts. The 
FBI, because of sequestration and 
other anomalies we have around here, 
is talking about furloughing their em-
ployees, closing their offices 1 day a 
week. Across the country, mortgage 
loans and small business loans would 
be delayed. Members of the military 
will be forced to defend this country 
without even a paycheck as thanks. 
Billions of dollars will drain from the 
economy every day the government is 
closed for business. 

This is not hyperbole, not conjecture. 
It is the truth. If you look back at his-
tory, it pretty well determines where 
you are on a given day, and if you look 
back to when Newt Gingrich and the 
Republicans controlled Congress—the 
House of Representatives—they shut 
down the government in 1995 because 
President Clinton would not meet their 
every demand, and it cost the country 
tens of billions of dollars. 

So yesterday I urged Republicans to 
consider the impact of a shutdown on 
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the recovery. But the economic price of 
shutting down the government should 
not be the only thing keeping the Re-
publicans up at night; they should 
worry about the political consequence 
as well. 

Mr. President, we are all politicians, 
all 100 of us. A brandnew poll—CBS, a 
respected organization—says 80 percent 
of Americans—that is almost as much 
as favor background checks on guns— 
80 percent of Americans—you rarely 
get 80 percent of Americans to agree on 
anything, but they agree that those 
who want the government to be held 
hostage to extract these concessions 
are people they will not vote for. Sev-
enty-five percent of Republicans feel 
that way in this poll. 

So those of us who remember the 
government shutdowns of 1995 and 1996 
know the story did not end well for Re-
publicans. Just ask Charles 
Krauthammer. There is no more re-
spected conservative—really conserv-
ative—columnist than Charles 
Krauthammer. He has penned a con-
servative column for the Washington 
Post since the 1980s. Here is what he 
wrote just a week or two ago: 

Every fiscal showdown has redounded 
against the Republicans. The first, in 1995, 
effectively marked the end of the Gingrich 
revolution. 

That is a direct quote. 
As they did in the 1990s, today’s rad-

ical Republicans have called for con-
cessions they know we will never agree 
to. Senate Democrats will not agree 
and the President will not agree. The 
Senate will never pass, nor will Presi-
dent Obama sign, a bill that guts the 
Affordable Care Act and denies mil-
lions of Americans access to lifesaving 
health care. 

The statement made by JOHN MCCAIN 
yesterday said it all. He has some cre-
dentials to talk about that. He was the 
Republican nominee for President of 
the United States. He did not like what 
happened with health care, and he 
talked about it here. He wished it had 
not passed, but it passed. He said it was 
a fair fight and he and the Republicans 
lost. Move on to something else is what 
he said. 

The Senate will never pass, as I have 
indicated before, a bill that guts the 
Affordable Care Act, ObamaCare. Tea 
party Republicans have demanded the 
impossible and vowed to shut down the 
government unless they get it. 

Mr. Krauthammer and I do not agree 
all the time, but he aptly measured the 
fallout from the shutdowns of the mid- 
1990s and correctly predicted a similar 
result from a modern shutdown—a 
modern shutdown. He wrote what near-
ly two dozen mainstream Republican 
Senators have also said: ‘‘This gambit 
is doomed to fail.’’ 

He also wrote: 
This is about tactics. If I thought this 

would work, I would support it. But I don’t 
fancy suicide. It has a tendency to be fatal. 

That is an understatement. 
I commend Republican Senators who 

have spoken in favor of reason, and you 

cannot imagine how satisfied I am be-
cause that is how we used to get things 
done here. I can look back at John 
Breaux from Louisiana. If he thought 
we were not doing enough on this side 
of the aisle, he reached out to Repub-
licans and worked something out. 

So what Republican Senators have 
said in the last few days is really im-
portant. They have spoken out for rea-
son, calling the tea party’s shutdown 
ultimatum a ‘‘box canyon,’’ a ‘‘suicide 
note,’’ and ‘‘the dumbest idea ever.’’ 
Although these reasonable Republicans 
dislike ObamaCare as much as their 
more radical colleagues, they also real-
ize the futility and the danger of polit-
ical hostage-taking. They know this 
country cannot be governed by one fac-
tion of one party on one side of the 
Capitol. Governing must be a coopera-
tive effort that sets aside ideological or 
parochial concerns in favor of what is 
best for the Nation, for the economy, 
and for middle-class families. 

On November 14, 1995—the first day of 
the first government shutdown—Presi-
dent Clinton urged Republicans in Con-
gress to govern with him instead of 
fighting against him. This is what he 
said: 

There is, after all, a simple solution to the 
problem. All Congress has to do is to pass a 
straightforward bill to let government per-
form its duties and pay its debts. Then we 
can get back to work and resolve our dif-
ferences . . . in an open, honest, and 
straightforward manner. 

Mr. President, every Thursday when 
we are in session, I do a ‘‘Welcome to 
Washington.’’ A lady from Boulder 
City, NV, came up to me. She said: I 
work for the Park Service, and we are 
so afraid. At the Park Service, we don’t 
know what we are going to do. The last 
time there was a government shut-
down, the parks closed. There is so 
much confusion. That is the way it is 
throughout government. 

So I offer today the same advice that 
President Clinton gave in 1995. Let gov-
ernment perform its duties. The way 
out of this predicament is as simple 
today as it was in 1995. So again I in-
vite my Republican colleagues to re-
turn with me to the time when we 
worked to resolve our differences in an 
open, honest, and straightforward man-
ner. 

Mr. President, I am going to take a 
few minutes. I apologize to my Repub-
lican counterpart, but we have to un-
derstand, the American people have to 
understand the seriousness of what is 
going on around here. 

Tom Friedman wrote yesterday in 
his op-ed piece—he is a renowned syn-
dicated columnist. He has won three 
Pulitzer Prizes. He has had six or seven 
best-selling books. I am not going to 
read everything he wrote, but I want to 
read a little bit that he wrote yester-
day. 

The Republican Party is being taken over 
by a Tea Party faction that is not interested 
in governing on any of the big issues—immi-
gration, gun control, health care, debt and 
taxes—where, with just minimal com-
promises between the two parties, we’d am-

plify our strengths so much that we’d sepa-
rate ourselves from the rest of the world. In-
stead, this group is threatening to shut down 
the government and undermine America’s 
vital credit rating if it doesn’t get its way. 

This kind of madness helped to produce the 
idiotic sequester—the $1.2 trillion in auto-
matic, arbitrary and across-the-board budget 
cuts from 2013 to 2021—that is already under-
mining one of our strongest assets. 

And here he goes: 
Ask Dr. Francis Collins, the director of the 

National Institutes of Health, the crown 
jewel of American biotech innovation. In fis-
cal 2013, the sequester required the N.I.H. to 
cut $1.55 billion across the board: 5 percent 
at each of its 27 institutes and centers, irre-
spective of whether one was on the cusp of a 
medical breakthrough and another was not. 
‘‘There was still an ability within each insti-
tute to make adjustments, but, as N.I.H. di-
rector, I could not decide to emphasize can-
cer research and down modulate something 
else,’’ Collins explained. 

Because of the sequester and the fact that 
the N.I.H. budget has been losing ground to 
inflation for 10 years, ‘‘we will not be able to 
fund 640 research grants that were scored in 
the top 17 percent of the proposals we re-
ceived,’’ said Collins. 

He goes on to say: 
‘‘They would have been funded without the 

sequester, but now they won’t. They include 
new ideas on cancer, diabetes, autism and 
heart disease—all the things that we as a 
country say are a high priority. I can’t say 
which of those grants would have led to the 
next breakthrough, or which investigator 
would be a Nobel Prize winner 20 years from 
now.’’ 

Of those 640 top research proposals, 150 
were from scientists financed in a previous 
budget cycle who had returned to the N.I.H. 
to secure another three to five years of fund-
ing—because they thought they were really 
on to something and a peer review board 
agreed. ‘‘Now we are cutting them off,’’ said 
Collins, ‘‘so you damage the previous invest-
ment as well as the future one.’’ 

In 2014, the N.I.H. was planning to offer 
new money to stimulate research proposals 
in a dozen areas including how to speed up 
the use of stem cells to cure Parkinson’s and 
other diseases, how to better manage pain in 
sickle-cell disease, and how to improve early 
diagnosis of autism. All were shelved because 
of the sequester, said Collins: Why ask peo-
ple to submit applications we would just 
have to turn down. 

In addition, in 2013, the N.I.H. had to turn 
away from its research hospital 750 patients 
who wanted to be part of a clinical trial for 
disorders for which medicine currently has 
no answers. America’s biomedical ecosystem 
depends heavily on N.I.H. doing basic re-
search the private sector won’t do. 

So we’re cutting the medical research that 
has the potential to prevent and cure the 
very diseases that are driving health care 
costs upward. 

In short, we’re cutting without a plan—the 
worst thing a country or company can do— 
and we’re doing it because one of our two 
parties has been taken over by angry radi-
cals and barking fools and the old leadership 
is running scared. But when the Republican 
Party goes this far off the rail, it isn’t even 
remotely challenging President Obama to 
challenge his base on taxes and entitlements. 

And thus does a great country, with so 
much potential, slowly become ungreat. 

Not only do we have sequestration, 
now they want to do even more and 
shut the government down and not ex-
tend the debt ceiling. This is a say bad 
time for America. I hope people come 
to their senses. 
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RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 

LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

OBAMACARE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 

later this morning in Maryland, the 
President will try again to sell his 
namesake health care plan to an in-
creasingly skeptical public. He will 
claim that Americans will have lots 
and lots of options under ObamaCare. 
Unfortunately, keeping the plan you 
have and like will not be an option for 
a great many Americans. 

It must be frustrating for the Presi-
dent that folks keep tuning out all of 
this happy talk. It is not hard to see, 
frankly, why Americans are not buying 
the spin. Over the past couple of years, 
I have participated in more than 50 
health care town halls in my home 
State. I have met with health care pro-
fessionals, doctors, and nurses. I have 
met with patients, and I have met with 
everyday Kentuckians, folks who are 
just concerned about providing health 
care for their families. 

Many of the Kentuckians I have met 
with are a lot more knowledgeable 
about ObamaCare than the Washington 
intelligentsia might like to assume. In 
fact, more than a few of them seem to 
know more about the law than some of 
my colleagues who rammed it through 
Congress. Let’s be clear. A person does 
not need a Ph.D. to understand that a 
law that drives costs up rather than 
down is a bad deal. 

Kentuckians understand that the new 
government bureaucracies are less 
likely to lower costs and improve care 
than they are to just simply get in the 
way. So it is for these and so many 
other reasons that Kentuckians and 
people across this country are rightly 
concerned about ObamaCare. 

Two nights ago, I had another great 
opportunity to connect on this issue 
with Kentuckians via a tele-town hall. 
I will tell you, the good people of my 
State are as concerned about this law 
as ever. One woman who participated 
said she thought she had been making 
it, but reports that she will now be 
forced to get a second job due in no 
small part to ObamaCare. 

I have received more than 50,000 let-
ters from constituents frustrated by 
ObamaCare as well. Single parents 
want to know what they are supposed 
to do when their hours are cut. Fami-
lies want to know why Washington is 
OK with their insurance premiums 
going up by double digits. Small busi-
ness owners want to know how they are 
ever going to comply with more than 
20,000 pages of regulations. They want 
to know how they are going to be able 
to keep their employees insured, 
workforces growing, businesses expand-
ing, and far too often, their doors open 
once this law comes on line. 

One Kentuckian from Henderson 
wrote to me about the small trucking 

business she and her husband own. 
They have got 13 employees, and they 
have always provided insurance for all 
of them. But their agent recently told 
them their premiums would go up, a 
100-percent increase in premiums. Here 
is what she wrote to me: 

We can’t afford this, even if we raise the 
portion the employees pay. Then they 
wouldn’t be able to afford it. 

That was the experience reported to 
me by a woman and her husband run-
ning a small business in Henderson. 
These are the utterly predictable con-
sequences of a law rammed through by 
a Democratic majority over the objec-
tions of the American people early on a 
cold, dark, Christmas Eve morning. 

Until a few brave Democrats join our 
united Republican conference in voting 
to get rid of ObamaCare and starting 
over with a real bipartisan reform, we 
are going to continue hearing this 
same heart-wrenching stories over and 
over again. 

We are going to keep seeing articles 
like the one that appeared earlier this 
week in Politico. It is titled, 
‘‘Obamacare: One Blow After Another.’’ 
I want to read the opening paragraph: 

The ObamaCare that consumers will fi-
nally be able to sign up for next week is a 
long way from the health plan President 
Barack Obama first pitched to the nation. 

Among other things the story notes 
that ‘‘millions of low-income Ameri-
cans will not receive coverage’’ and ‘‘a 
growing number of workers won’t get 
to keep their employer-provided cov-
erage.’’ Just yesterday, we heard the 
District of Columbia’s exchange hit a 
huge bump in the road just days before 
launch. I would not be surprised if we 
see more stories of these types of prob-
lems popping up all across our country. 

Let’s talk about premiums too. A few 
weeks ago one veteran at a town hall 
wanted to know how this law could 
possibly be free. This veteran said: How 
can it possibly be free? Well, of course 
it is not free. He was right. Premiums 
are part of that story. Based on the ad-
ministration’s own data, along with 
some intrepid reporting, here is how 
much more a single 27-year-old can ex-
pect to pay under ObamaCare in Co-
lumbus, OH: 436 percent increase, for a 
27-year-old under ObamaCare in Co-
lumbus, OH. 

In Charlotte, NC, it is 523 percent; 
Little Rock, 613 percent more, 613 per-
cent. Imagine for a moment. You are 
27. You have done everything right. 
You have studied hard, graduated from 
college. You have student loan debt, 
car payments, car insurance payments, 
utility bills, rent, renter’s insurance, 
401(k) contributions, and health insur-
ance, of course. Then there is gas, food, 
and maybe just maybe, occasionally 
having a little bit of fun. 

Then you lose your employer-spon-
sored health plan thanks to 
ObamaCare. You get dumped into the 
exchanges. So jack up those monthly 
health insurance payments by 300, 500, 
even 600 percent. What are you sup-
posed to do now, go uninsured and pay 

penalty taxes? Stop contributing to 
your retirement account? You cannot 
very well give up the car you need to 
get to work, or food, or paying back 
your student loans. 

None of this is a good option. They 
are not good for our society either. We 
should not be setting up disincentives 
for 27-year-olds to insure themselves or 
contribute to their own retirement. 
But this is the incentive structure that 
ObamaCare creates. When you consider 
how hard the Obama economy has 
hammered millennials already, it is 
hardly fair to whack them again, espe-
cially when so many are just barely 
hanging on as it is. 

So this law is a mess. It needs to go. 
It is way past time to start over. As I 
have been saying all week, we need just 
five brave Democrats to join us to 
make that happen. So I hope some of 
our Democratic friends who voted for 
this law will look at themselves in the 
mirror and think, truly think, about 
whether protecting the President’s 
pride is really more important than 
helping the American people, because 
we owe our constituents better than 
ObamaCare. 

We can do better. With your help we 
can do that. With your help we can 
start over with the kind of real bipar-
tisan reform that Kentuckians and 
Americans are actually hoping for. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of H. 
J. Res. 59, which the clerk will report 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (H. J. Res 59) making 

continuing appropriations for fiscal year 
2014, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Reid amendment No. 1974, to perfect the 

joint resolution. 
Reid amendment No. 1975 (to amendment 

No. 1974), to change the enactment date. 
Reid motion to commit the joint resolu-

tion to the Committee on Appropriations 
with instructions, Reid amendment No. 1976, 
to change the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 1977 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 1976), of a perfecting 
nature. 

Reid amendment No. 1978 (to amendment 
No. 1977), of a perfecting nature. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time will be controlled in hour incre-
ments, with the majority controlling 
the first hour and alternating there-
after. 

The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 

families that I talk to in my home 
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State of Washington are not interested 
in partisan back and forth that we see 
so much of here in Washington, DC. 
They are thinking about how they are 
going to get their bills paid. They are 
wondering when and if they will be able 
to save enough to retire. They are hop-
ing that they are going to be able to 
give their children a better future. 

They, rightfully, expect us to focus 
on strengthening the economy and cre-
ating jobs which will make it easier for 
them to reach those important goals. 
We have had an opportunity, many op-
portunities over the last few months, 
to move forward on legislation like the 
Senate budget and the appropriations 
bills that were approved in Senator MI-
KULSKI’s committee, which could re-
move some of the uncertainty that is 
putting a drag on our economic recov-
ery. 

But instead we are here on the floor 
of the Senate, to debate a temporary— 
a temporary stopgap measure to fund 
the government just days away from a 
possible shutdown. I think all but a few 
of my colleagues would agree with me 
that these circumstances are far from 
ideal. So as we work to pass this bill, 
this temporary stopgap bill, and con-
tinue negotiations on the longer term 
budget deal, I think it is really impor-
tant to consider exactly how we got to 
this point, what this continuing resolu-
tion means in the context of ongoing 
discussions and what needs to happen 
for us to reach a more comprehensive 
agreement that works for our families 
and for our economy. 

As we all remember, if Democrats 
and many Republicans as well had 
their way, we could have begun a bipar-
tisan budget conference between the 
House and Senate months ago and pre-
vented this chaos. When the Senate 
passed a budget, I was very hopeful 
that both sides would come together 
and work out an agreement that would 
end this cycle of governing by crisis 
and allow us to focus on creating jobs 
and economic growth. 

Democrats have came to the floor 18 
times now—18 times—to try to begin a 
bipartisan conference with the House 
on our budget resolution. Many Repub-
licans thought this made sense. They 
agreed. We should at least sit down and 
try to get a deal. But as we all know 
now, an extreme minority of Repub-
licans saw things differently, and they 
believed they would have more lever-
age if they created a crisis—like the 
one we are approaching now—than a 
few months when there was not a loom-
ing deadline. 

Those Tea Party Republicans, backed 
by the Republican leadership, stood 
and said no to the bipartisan budget 
negotiations 18 times, against the 
wishes of Members on both sides of the 
aisle. 

So, today, when we could have been 
focusing on the real challenges Ameri-
cans are facing, we are instead focused 
on preventing the Tea Party from shut-
ting down the government, all because 
Tea Party Republicans want another 

shot at dismantling the Affordable 
Care Act, which, by the way, was 
passed by a super majority, upheld by 
the Supreme Court, and was a major 
issue the American people weighed in 
on in the 2012 election. 

In the House continuing resolution, 
tea party Republicans are fighting to 
take away health care coverage for 
millions of Americans and get rid of 
crucial services such as prevention and 
wellness visits for Medicare patients, 
prescription drug savings for our sen-
iors for which we fought so hard, and 
coverage for over 92,000 Americans who 
have preexisting conditions. 

This is absurd. It is a nonstarter. 
There is no way Democrats are going 

to give in to these demands that are so 
clearly harmful to the American peo-
ple. The same is true of the fight the 
tea party Republicans are trying to 
pick over the debt limit. 

Some Republicans claim it is typical 
to threaten a catastrophic and unprec-
edented default in order to extract po-
litical concessions, but the fact is the 
opposite is true. The vast majority of 
debt limit increases in the last three 
decades occurred independent of efforts 
to reduce the deficit or put in place 
budget reforms. 

While Democrats are more than 
happy to negotiate on the budget—and 
we have been trying to do that for the 
last 6 months—we do stand firmly be-
hind President Obama and are not 
going to negotiate about whether the 
United States of America pays its bills. 
We believe families and businesses 
should not have to deal with any more 
of that uncertainty. 

Honestly, I do think a lot of Repub-
licans agree. More than a dozen Repub-
licans have spoken to discourage the 
tea party from starting a pointless de-
bate over defunding the Affordable 
Care Act in the bill to prevent a gov-
ernment shutdown. I do know quite a 
few Republicans agree. Brinksmanship 
over the debt ceiling is the height of ir-
responsibility. 

Given all the infighting we have seen 
recently, governing by crisis clearly 
isn’t working for Republicans. It is cer-
tainly not helping Democrats make the 
investments we feel very strongly our 
country needs to succeed in the 21st 
century, and it has put a completely 
unnecessary burden on our families and 
our economy. It seems the only ones 
benefiting from this perpetual crisis 
mode are tea party Republicans, and I 
see no reason to keep doing them any 
favors. 

I call on the House Republicans to 
cut the tea party loose, give up these 
partisan games, and pass the Senate’s 
bill to prevent the government shut-
down. This bill is, by no means, a per-
manent fix. It is temporary. It con-
tinues the cuts from sequestration that 
are already in place and locked into 
law until we get a bipartisan deal. 

It will keep our government oper-
ating while those negotiations con-
tinue. This is critical, because even 
though some might not be able to see 

it in Washington, DC, a government 
shutdown will have serious con-
sequences for families across this coun-
try. 

My home State of Washington is 
home to more than 100,000 uniformed 
civilian and defense employees at 
places such as Joint Base Lewis- 
McChord and Fairchild Air Force Base. 
If this government shuts down, these 
men and women will still have to go to 
work the next day, but they will not 
get paid for it. 

Thousands of civilian defense em-
ployees in places such as Tacoma, 
Whidbey Island, and Spokane would be 
forced to do the same and thousands 
more could face furloughs. These hard- 
working Americans and families across 
my State and the country are already 
dealing with the consequences of grid-
lock in Washington, DC. They are deal-
ing with the across-the-board cuts from 
sequestration, which continue to pile 
up. 

Hundreds of thousands of our defense 
employees, who now have to wonder 
about the effects of a shutdown, have 
been furloughed already and have 
taken pay cuts. Crucial supports and 
opportunities for vulnerable families 
and communities, from Head Start to 
Meals On Wheels, have been slashed. 
Sequestration is crippling our ability 
to plan for the future and make the 
kinds of investments in research, edu-
cation, and infrastructure that will 
help our workers succeed. I hear about 
the impact of these arbitrary cuts 
whenever I am home in Washington 
State. I know every single one of my 
colleagues has heard similar stories. 
The cuts are only going to get worse 
with time and they simply have to go. 

When we send this legislation back to 
the House, Republicans have to put an 
end to the tea party temper tantrums 
and pass our bill without any gim-
micks and games. After we do that, I 
hope we can leave the tea party 
brinksmanship behind so those of us on 
both sides of the aisle who believe in 
commonsense bipartisanship can move 
forward with negotiations on a des-
perately needed longer term deal. 

In those negotiations, I am going to 
continue fighting for an agreement 
that ends this governing by crisis and 
supports our families and economies by 
replacing sequestration with smarter 
deficit reduction, evenly divided be-
tween spending cuts and new revenue 
from the wealthiest Americans and big-
gest corporations. I am fully aware the 
Republicans have their priorities as 
well. I have never said reaching an 
agreement would be easy, but I know 
many Democrats and Republicans are 
sick of brinksmanship and crisis. I 
know they understand, as do we, that 
compromise is part of our job descrip-
tion. I truly believe if those Repub-
licans work with Democrats, we can 
reach that critically needed bipartisan 
agreement we have been working to-
ward. 

I have heard some of the tea party 
Republicans here in Washington, DC, 
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dismiss the damaging and costly dis-
ruptions a shutdown could cause. Some 
even seem to think that a default 
wouldn’t be that bad, despite warnings 
from countless economists that default 
would, in fact, be catastrophic. 

Americans across the country who 
are still fighting to get back on their 
feet don’t have the luxury of dis-
missing these risks because they are 
the ones who are going to be affected. 
They are rightfully expecting us to 
work together and reach a fair budget 
agreement that offers hard-working 
families more opportunity and more 
security. I believe putting the gim-
micks and games aside and keeping the 
government open is a necessary step 
toward that goal. 

I am going to vote for this temporary 
continuing resolution and against the 
tea party’s dysfunction and brinkman-
ship. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to do the same. 

Part of the reason I am confident we 
can reach an agreement is because I 
know what we can do when we do work 
together. During this past summer, I 
worked with Senator COLLINS to write 
the transportation and housing appro-
priations bill for the coming fiscal 
year. It included priorities of Members 
on both side of the aisle, and it was ap-
proved in our committee with the sup-
port of six Republicans. That bill re-
ceived strong bipartisan support be-
cause it helps families, helps commu-
nities, and it gets workers back on the 
job. It was fiscally responsible, and it 
laid down a strong foundation for long- 
term and broad-based economic 
growth. 

Our bill stands in stark contrast to 
the across-the-board sequestration cuts 
we have been operating under for the 
last 6 months. Rather than slashing 
crucial investments in our infrastruc-
ture, our bill supports critical trans-
portation projects across the country. 
It fully funds the highway and transit 
grant programs that allow our States 
and local agencies to keep our trans-
portation system working. 

Rather than leaving our cities and 
towns that have been hard hit by the 
recession to pull themselves up by 
their own bootstraps, our bill strongly 
supports community development 
grants which offer the tools to 
strengthen small businesses and local 
economies. 

Instead of asking the most vulner-
able to bear the burden of spending 
cuts, our bill funds a critical piece of 
the safety net, housing assistance and 
homeless shelters, for millions of 
struggling families and seniors who are 
just one step away from the street. 

As any business owner will tell you, 
it makes no sense to slash the invest-
ments that allow one to compete and 
prosper in the long term only to make 
the numbers work in the short term. 
The investments that are laid out in 
our bill are great examples. They make 
our country stronger by supporting job 
creation, economic growth, and by 
keeping our commitment to help those 
most in need get back on their feet. 

The need for these investments far 
exceeds the resources of the bill. The 
bill Senator COLLINS and I have written 
keeps our commitment to our States, 
communities, and makes sure the agen-
cies in the bill can meet their statu-
tory responsibilities. That will not be 
the case as sequestration continues for 
yet another year, which would make 
these commitments impossible to keep. 

It is important to note that the hous-
ing and transportation bill addresses 
challenges our country faces today. A 
full-year bill enables Congress to ad-
just funding levels to meet current 
needs and to implement new policies 
that address the problems that have 
come to light in recent years. This is 
something that does not happen when 
we opt for long-term continuing resolu-
tions. 

A great example is we know that one 
of every four of our bridges is consid-
ered deficient by the Federal Highway 
Administration. Our bill includes fund-
ing to repair or replace deficient 
bridges across the country in order to 
protect the safety and reliability of our 
transportation system. 

If we simply extend the funding lev-
els we debated 2 years ago, then those 
investments and many others that cre-
ate jobs, protect public safety, and sup-
port the most vulnerable will be lost. 
We will also lose the improvements our 
bill makes to programs, including re-
forms that address concerns Members 
have raised the last time the transpor-
tation and housing bill came to the 
Senate floor. 

Our bill includes important section 8 
reforms that will reduce costs and cre-
ate efficiencies. It contains reforms to 
improve oversight of public housing 
agencies and boards, ensures account-
ability for property owners who don’t 
maintain the quality of their HUD-as-
sisted housing, and it increases ac-
countability in the CDBG Program. 

It is very important that we enact 
those reforms and do the important 
oversight of Federal programs and 
agencies that the public expects us to 
do. For all these reasons, we need to 
pass this continuing resolution to keep 
the government running. Then we have 
to move forward on a longer term 
budget agreement that replaces seques-
tration with more responsible deficit 
reduction, a bill that puts our families 
and economies first, and allows us to 
enact real, thoughtful solutions to our 
country’s challenges, instead of these 
stopgap measures that do not move us 
forward. 

Investing in our families, commu-
nities, and our long-term economic 
growth shouldn’t be partisan. The bi-
partisan work that went into the hous-
ing and transportation bill and the 
strong support it received in com-
mittee proves they don’t have to be. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the Democratic amend-
ment to the House continuing resolu-

tion. We have offered this amendment 
because its content offers a clear path 
forward to do three things: 

No. 1, avoid a government shutdown; 
No. 2, lay the groundwork for ending 
sequester for hopefully the next 2 
years, which means finding a way to 
reduce our public debt in each of those 
years by $100 million; and, No. 3, get 
rid of the theatrical veto-bait-provoca-
tive amendments that are in the House 
bill calling for the defunding of the 
President’s Affordable Care Act and 
also for the way they structure public 
debt. 

We offered this amendment because 
we think it is the best way forward. 
The American people expect us to do 
our job. It is Thursday morning, 10:45, 
and we are only now getting on the 
amendment. Why? Because for the last 
several days we had to put up with the-
atrical politics, rather than get the job 
done and begin deliberation. We have 
gone from being the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world to the greatest 
delay body in the world. The American 
people are fed up, and so are many of 
us in the Senate. When all is said and 
done, more gets said than gets done. 
This is the time to act. 

We have an amendment on the floor 
that is open for full debate. I am abso-
lutely for this, but we need to do the 
business of government to be able to do 
our job. We must replace the sequester 
and allow a 2014 Omnibus appropria-
tions to move forward before the end of 
the year. That sentence alone shows 
what is wrong in communicating with 
the American people. Factually, it is 
accurate. It is absolutely truthful. But 
nobody understands sequester. Nobody 
understands the word omnibus and no-
body understands what we are doing or, 
most of all, what we are not doing. 

Sequester was an invention by the 
Congress, working with the President, 
to say that we will reduce public debt 
over a 10-year period by $110 billion a 
year, do it in a balanced way—strategic 
cuts, a review of mandatory spending 
and additional revenue—and if we fail 
to do that, sequester triggers, which 
means across-the-board cuts—50 per-
cent in Defense, 50 percent in domestic. 

The problem with across-the-board 
cuts is that it cuts good programs as 
well as programs that are dated, dupli-
cative, or dysfunctional. I oppose that. 
I would rather make strategic cuts ar-
rived at by the committee I chair—the 
Appropriations Committee. 

For the last year, our committee has 
done its due diligence. Our job is to re-
view programs and to put them in the 
Federal checkbook and bring them to 
the floor for debate, for amendment, 
and then for passage and sending them 
to the President. What we want to do 
in our amendment is to change the 
date of December 15 in the House bill 
to November 15. That will keep the 
pressure on to get the deal needed so 
Congress can get to work and enact 12 
fiscally responsible appropriations 
bills, lay the groundwork for canceling 
sequester for 2 years, and invest in the 
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needs of America today and the needs 
of the future. 

This amendment is important for two 
reasons. It prevents a government 
shutdown. The President has already 
said he will veto any bill that defunds 
ObamaCare; he will veto any bill that 
undermines the full faith and credit of 
the United States. So you can huff and 
puff for 21 hours, but you can’t blow 
ObamaCare away. I repeat: You can 
huff and puff for 21 hours, but you can’t 
be the magic dragon that blows the Af-
fordable Care Act away. So if we pass 
the House continuing resolution, the 
President will veto it, which means 
more wasted time in getting the job 
done, and our agencies, instead of 
doing their job and fulfilling their mis-
sions—making wise use of taxpayer 
money and being responsive to the 
American people—will be spending 
their energy in planning for a shut-
down, which amounts to a slamdown. 

The President can sign the con-
tinuing resolution and keep the gov-
ernment open if we pass the Senate 
amendment, which will keep the gov-
ernment open until November 15 and 
gives us 1 month to arrive at pragmatic 
solutions. It cancels the provocative 
elements in it—the elimination of 
ObamaCare and the public debt—and 
also lays the groundwork for moving 
forward. 

There will be a few things that will 
happen if we can’t enact a clean con-
tinuing resolution, meaning keeping 
the government open by October 1. 
There are consequences here. This isn’t 
just about show business. The govern-
ment has to be open for business. An 
estimated 800,000 civil servants will be 
sent home or furloughed. What does 
that mean? If you are an FBI agent 
during this time, you will be on your 
job, you will be at your duty station, 
but when you are working, you won’t 
get paid. You will get an IOU. What 
does that say to people who put them-
selves in the line of fire? 

Shutting down the government 
means we will affect crucial research 
and lifesaving discoveries that will be 
put on hold. The NIH clinical center 
won’t be able to admit new patients for 
new clinical trials. Weather fore-
casters, food safety inspectors, and 
those involved with public safety will 
be at their duty stations, but they are 
going to be earning IOUs and looking 
forward to across-the-board cuts, which 
means they could be furloughed when 
we have already told them there will be 
no cost-of-living increase for 3 years. 

We want to recruit the best and the 
brightest for the FBI, to oversee our 
drug approval process, or to be border 
control agents—work that is dirty and 
dangerous out there. What are we 
doing here? 

We show a contempt for the people 
who work for the government, and that 
also shows contempt for the people who 
pay for the government. Our govern-
ment should be working as hard as the 
people who pay the taxes to support 
the government. The way they work 

hard is to put the money in there for 
the mission and purpose of these agen-
cies, insist they do their jobs, and then 
we insist we get rid of the dated, the 
duplicative, and the dysfunctional. We 
have laid the groundwork for doing 
this. In fact, we have been doing it all 
year long. 

I chair the Appropriations Com-
mittee. It is made up of 12 subcommit-
tees. You will be hearing from my sub-
committee chairmen throughout the 
day. I am so proud of them. For the 
last year they have listened. They have 
taken the President’s budget and they 
have analyzed it. They have conducted 
hearings. They have reviewed it, they 
have scrubbed it—as I said, they have 
analyzed it and squeezed it. I am proud 
of them. Out of what they have done 
they are ready to bring to the Senate 
floor legislation that makes wise use of 
taxpayer dollars. They have listened at 
every single hearing to inspectors gen-
eral, where we learn about the dated, 
dysfunctional, or duplicative, and they 
are ready to move. But we cannot move 
if we continue having theatrical show-
down politics. 

This will have grave impact. When 
we hear shutdown politics and eventu-
ally slowdown through sequester, what 
we are facing here will have a negative 
impact on our economy. It will add to 
the uncertainty for businesses to make 
wise decisions. It will also slow down, 
in a way, the impact to jobs because we 
fund infrastructure and other needed 
programs. It will impact public safety 
and it will impact future generations 
because of the big hit on research and 
development that comes up with the 
new ideas for the new jobs. 

Later on today I will be talking 
about the NIH, which is in my State. 
Yes, the NIH. Because of NIH funding, 
thousands of people work in Maryland 
but thousands of people are working 
for the United States of America. And 
at the end of the day, they are trying 
to come up with cures—cures that can 
be opportunities to create—so we are 
talking about saving lives, doing the 
basic research that then helps us get 
those jobs in biomedical and pharma-
ceuticals, and also to improve the lives 
of our people, improve our economy, 
and get the job done. 

I will have more to say, but right 
now I want to turn to Senator PRYOR, 
who is the chair of the agriculture sub-
committee. He is a new chairman, but 
he is not new to getting the job done. 
In fact, we refer to him as ‘‘Tightwad’’ 
PRYOR. He has looked at the programs, 
he has analyzed how we are truly going 
to get value for the dollar and at the 
same time feed the hungry here and 
around the world, and also make sure 
that important, vibrant sector of our 
economy—the agricultural industry—is 
viable. 

I yield the floor for Senator PRYOR. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill, but I have to start by 
thanking our chairwoman of the Ap-
propriations Committee. She has al-

ready done so many good things for 
that committee and for the Senate. Ob-
viously, she has been a great Senator 
for the State of Maryland, and we see 
that greatness as she leads the Appro-
priations Committee. I think all the 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, would like to thank her for her 
service and her leadership. 

Today I do want to talk about the ag-
riculture appropriations bill and the 
impact a government shutdown would 
have on the activities it supports and 
the negative ripple effects—and there 
would be many negative ripple ef-
fects—that would come to our Nation’s 
economy if that in fact does happen. 

When people hear the phrase Agri-
culture appropriations, they naturally 
think about farmers, and that is cer-
tainly a key part of what is in our agri-
culture sector and in this bill, but that 
is certainly not all it does. The bill 
helps farmers with operating loans and 
conservation projects and marketing— 
all those are very important—but it 
also funds programs that benefit rural 
communities to supply clean drinking 
water for people in rural areas, and 
housing. It supports nutrition pro-
grams. It helps kids all across the 
country. It also not only involves food 
but the international food programs— 
programs such as Food for Peace, et 
cetera. It also has the Food and Drug 
Administration in it, and that is criti-
cally important. We need a strong, ro-
bust FDA. 

This bill has been very bipartisan. 
This bill is about investing in our fu-
ture. What we do here in this bill is ac-
tually try to save money. We under-
stand there are budget constraints. We 
get that. We want to lead the way by 
responsible governing, making sure we 
do things in the right way by making 
smart, targeted investments and sav-
ing taxpayer dollars by eliminating re-
dundancy and streamlining loan pro-
grams and doing things to make the 
USDA and the FDA spend their money 
wisely. 

At the same time we are trying very 
hard not to reduce any services to 
hard-working Americans, and we are 
also certainly trying not to hurt any 
industries in this country. 

Sequestration is already taking a toll 
on many of these programs. If we look 
at the cuts these agencies have had to 
undergo in the last 2 or 3 years, we al-
ready see a strain on their budgets and 
the difficulties there. A government 
shutdown would wreak havoc on our 
economy. 

I think I speak for most Americans, 
certainly most Arkansans, when I say I 
am currently undergoing shutdown fa-
tigue. We are tired of this. We are tired 
of the drama. We are tired of, honestly, 
the other Chamber embarrassing the 
Congress and engaging in these dra-
matics. People are just tired of it. 
When I am home in Arkansas, whether 
I am filling up at the gas station or I 
am at the grocery or at the ball game 
or wherever I happen to be, people 
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come up to me and say: What is wrong 
with Congress? 

In fact, I was at a major fundraising 
event for cancer research in Little 
Rock on Friday evening. I bet I had a 
dozen people come up to me and say: 
What is going on with the House of 
Representatives? Why do they continue 
to do this? And I agree. It is hard to 
watch. It is not good for the Congress. 
As I say, I have shutdown fatigue. We 
don’t need any more drama. We need to 
get back to the business of governing. 
Governing isn’t always easy. We have 
to make hard decisions. That is why we 
run for these jobs. We run for these 
jobs to work to get things done and to 
try and make good and wise decisions 
for our people and for our Nation. That 
is the way it is supposed to work. 

I think my colleagues will agree with 
me when I say that strengthening our 
economy and creating jobs is our No. 1 
priority right now. We look at the re-
cession we have been through and we 
see the hardships folks have gone 
through. Strengthening our economy 
and creating jobs is our No. 1 priority, 
and this bill will help us do it. Again, 
it is hard to get to that No. 1 priority 
when we have some of the shenanigans 
going on here in the U.S. House with 
some of these manufactured crises they 
have created. 

What I want to say about agriculture 
is it is one of the core strengths in the 
U.S. economy. 

We do a lot of things well. Our econ-
omy does a lot of things well. But no 
one does agriculture better than Amer-
ica. It is something we should be proud 
of. We do it so well, we probably take 
it for granted sometimes, but it is a 
core strength in the U.S. economy. 

If we want one little bit of evidence 
for that, look at our trade deficit. Ev-
eryone in this Chamber knows our 
trade deficit is not good. We know it is 
bad. We know it is ugly. We want to 
change that. We want to make it bet-
ter. But our trade deficit would be hor-
rendous if it were not for agriculture. 
That is our No. 1 export. This is some-
thing we need to be mindful of: Agri-
culture is very good for the U.S. econ-
omy. 

Take something as simple as raising 
chickens. That is not very exciting and 
a lot of people don’t understand the 
first thing about it, but think about 
what impact it has on the States and 
the counties and the communities 
where this happens. 

First, someone has to build the 
chicken house, someone delivers the 
chicks, someone delivers the feed. 
Someone has to maintain the trucks 
that deliver the chicks and the feed. 
Someone has to generate the elec-
tricity, someone has to supply the 
water. Someone is paying taxes on all 
this, and it is helping local schools and 
local police and fire departments, et 
cetera. Someone at some point picks 
up the chickens and delivers them to 
the processing plant, and it all starts 
over. Someone has to build the plant. 
This has a huge ripple effect on the 

U.S. economy and on everything about 
agriculture. It is not just the farmers, 
it is a ripple effect and a positive effect 
on the economy. 

Take the example of Arkansas, and I 
am sure this is true in many other 
States. I haven’t looked at the num-
bers, but I bet this is true in 35 or 40 
other States, and it is our largest in-
dustry. We love having our Fortune 500 
companies there and we have several 
that are based in Arkansas. We have 
more that have some sort of facility or 
plant or site of some sort. We love that 
and we are proud of that. But agri-
culture is our No. 1 industry. One in six 
jobs in Arkansas is tied to agriculture. 
It has a $17 billion net effect on the 
economy and it is 25 percent of our 
State’s economy. 

I was speaking with DEBBIE STABE-
NOW not too long ago. She said, We are 
all known for manufacturing and heavy 
manufacturing in Michigan. And they 
are. But, she said, our second largest 
industry is agriculture. She is chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee, and 
she fought very hard to get the farm 
bill back on track, and much to her 
credit she has moved that ball farther 
down the field than I think anyone else 
could. 

Another reason I want the House to 
stop with this manufactured crisis and 
follow the Senate’s lead to pass a com-
monsense, comprehensive farm bill— 
and I don’t say that lightly. I have a 
lot of respect for the House. Certainly 
they are a separate institution within 
this branch of government. I certainly 
have a lot of respect for that and their 
position, and their role is critical. But 
they need to follow the Senate’s lead. 
They need to follow the Senate and do 
what the Senate has done. We are try-
ing to be responsible. We are trying to 
show leadership. We are trying to get 
things back on track. 

But when I mentioned Arkansas a 
moment ago, we are not alone. There 
are over 3 million farmers in the 
United States, and as a nation agri-
culture employs about 22 million peo-
ple. The Agriculture appropriations bill 
would allow us to build on this eco-
nomic powerhouse that we have in this 
country. This bill helps farmers get 
started. It helps farmers increase their 
yield and it helps them become better 
stewards of the land. Funding these 
programs creates jobs in rural Amer-
ica. If you haven’t been there recently, 
rural America needs jobs. 

Take a program such as the USDA 
Rural Development Program. They cre-
ate construction jobs. They rebuild 
hometowns and schools and other fa-
cilities, and they keep our rural com-
munities strong. We don’t want the 
Tale of Two Nations here where you 
have urban and suburban America, and 
rural America is left behind. We want 
rural America to be strong as well. 

Almost every Member of this body 
has sizeable rural portions in their 
State. We want those areas to grow and 
be prosperous. So in this bill we pro-
vide guaranteed loans for rural busi-

nesses to let them grow and to get 
small and emerging businesses where 
they need to be. We also provide money 
for creation and expansion of busi-
nesses in rural settings. A government 
shutdown would stop these programs. 
It would bring these programs to a 
dead halt in rural America. Why break 
the momentum? Our economy is just 
turning the corner. We do not need to 
do this. We can’t forget the role that 
Agriculture appropriations bill plays in 
keeping our families and communities 
safe. 

One thing I have to say is the Food 
and Drug Administration does a great 
job. Again, a lot of people may take 
them for granted because they do such 
a good job, but we have the safest food 
supply in the world and we have the 
safest drug supply in the world. Do we 
want to jeopardize that? No. Please, 
let’s not jeopardize that. Why are we 
playing games with people’s food and 
medicine? It makes no sense at all. It 
is an unbelievable statistic, but in Ar-
kansas alone the FDA oversees 1,300 fa-
cilities, just in my small State. They 
also have presence there with the Na-
tional Center for Toxicological Re-
search in Jefferson County that em-
ploys about 500 people. They do great 
things there, and it is a very impor-
tant, vital part of what FDA does. We 
are certainly proud to have them. 

Arkansas has 85 poultry and 50 meat 
processing plants. These are inspected 
by the Food Safety Inspection Service, 
FSIS. Last year my good friend, Sen-
ator BLUNT from Missouri, and I 
worked very hard with the chairwoman 
of the committee and others in this 
Chamber to make sure those meat in-
spectors stayed on the job; because the 
day that they miss, that jeopardizes 
thousands of private sector jobs and 
productivity and disruption to a very 
efficient market. So we were able to do 
that. Here again, all that is in jeopardy 
because of the games they are playing 
in the House on this issue. 

The progress we made when it comes 
to infrastructure would also stop. We 
don’t want to see that. We want to lay 
that foundation for future economic 
growth. We all know infrastructure 
creates jobs. Clean water, waste dis-
posal systems, broadband expansion we 
have been fighting for, not just in rural 
Arkansas but in every rural State. 

These investments are critical to 
growing our Nation’s businesses and 
they are critical to local communities. 
This helps all Americans. 

The programs I have talked about 
today are supported by Members on 
both sides of the aisle. When we moved 
this through the committee, we got a 
23–6 vote. Senator BLUNT and I worked 
together, hand in hand, on every single 
provision. We produced a better bill be-
cause we did work together. It is a 
good solid case for bipartisanship and 
how to get things done. It is one of the 
strongest bipartisan votes we have had 
in the committee so far. 

Nonetheless, I urge my colleagues to 
please follow the example of the Appro-
priations Committee generally, but the 
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Agriculture appropriations sub-
committee specifically. Let’s come to-
gether and let’s do what is best for our 
economy and for the American people. 

Before I yield the floor, I thank Sen-
ator MIKULSKI for her leadership. It is 
not always easy to lead Senators. It is 
sometimes like trying to herd cats, but 
nonetheless we are responding to her 
leadership. She is doing great things, 
not just for the State of Maryland but 
for the country and the Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I will begin 

where Senator PRYOR left off, and that 
is to commend our chairwoman for her 
extraordinary leadership—not only on 
behalf of her constituents but for the 
Nation. These are very difficult times, 
and we all feel much more confident 
because of her leadership, because of 
her commitment, because of her in-
credible and energetic advocacy for 
commonsense solutions, in terms of 
not just her work on appropriations 
but in terms of the way we conduct 
ourselves in the Senate. We are fortu-
nate to have her leadership. 

Along with many of my colleagues I 
am here to address the looming fiscal 
deadlines, and, more importantly, how 
to keep our economy growing and in-
creasing jobs. That is why I believe we 
were sent here, not to engage in some 
of these procedural arguments, not to 
challenge the basic presumptions and 
the history of our country—which show 
that, with few exceptions, we have al-
ways managed to keep our government 
open, and with virtually no exceptions 
we have paid our bills. Yet today we 
are consumed by these debates when 
most every American in every corner 
of this country is asking us: What 
about our jobs? What about growth? 
What about the future for our children? 
So we have to refocus on growing our 
economy and investing in our country. 
A big part of that is to fund our gov-
ernment and to pay our debts. 

Let me start by pointing out that de-
nying health insurance to 30 million 
Americans doesn’t help the economy 
and it doesn’t create jobs. It will do 
quite the opposite—it will set us back. 
We had substantial debate and we 
passed legislation; the Supreme Court 
of the United States declared the legis-
lation constitutional, and we are going 
forward now, as most Americans want 
us to do, to deploy it, to fix it where it 
needs to be fixed, but not to use it as a 
political wedge for purely political 
means. We are for the first time about 
to achieve the dream of many people in 
many decades—that every American 
will have affordable access to health 
care; and, by the way, to do what other 
nations have been able to do and re-
duce the cost of health care so it’s af-
fordable, not just today but in the gen-
erations ahead. I think the idea that 
you would threaten a government shut-
down to try to defeat this objective is 
unfortunate and inappropriate. 

We are facing two fiscal deadlines, 
and they can be reduced to very simple 

questions: Do we fund the government? 
Do we pay the Nation’s bills? My an-
swer, and the answer of the vast major-
ity of constituents, is: Yes, we do. We 
have to. 

We understand we have to have an 
economy that works and a government 
that helps that economy work. We 
have to be efficient and effective. But 
we simply can’t leave to the mercies of 
the market and fate what happens in 
our economy. We have to take purpose-
ful action. That means we have to have 
a government that is prepared and able 
and has the resources to act. 

If Republicans force a shutdown of 
the government, it will have extraor-
dinarily adverse consequences to thou-
sands of Rhode Island workers, my con-
stituents, and people all across this 
country. It would hurt our economic 
growth. Rather than doing this, we 
should be working to expand our 
growth. We should be doing more to get 
people back to work. 

But, instead, we have heard Repub-
licans from both Chambers talking 
about another round of brinkmanship. 
We saw this in August 2011, and the re-
sults there were palpable. It set back 
our economy. It suppressed job cre-
ation. It took what looked like growing 
economic momentum and it deflated 
that momentum. Our credit rating was 
downgraded for the first time in any-
one’s recollection and perhaps in his-
tory. It was a shortsighted political 
game that hurt people all across this 
country. Yet Republicans are here 
again, apparently prepared to play the 
game. People do not want us to gamble 
with their futures, their children’s fu-
tures. They want us to be helping 
them, both sides investing in those fu-
tures in a positive and collaborative 
way. 

But we are back arguing over wheth-
er to pay existing bills. Will we pay our 
bills by voting to raise the debt ceil-
ing? Will we keep the government open 
and working so we can help people who 
need help, so we continue to research 
issues, so we continue to innovate, so 
we continue to build, literally, the 
country? We believe we must do this. 

This March, Senate Democrats 
passed a budget that set spending lev-
els, responsibly replaced the sequester, 
reduced the deficit, and included a $100 
billion targeted jobs and infrastructure 
package that would start creating new 
jobs quickly, begin repairing the worst 
of our crumbling roads and bridges, and 
help train our workers to fill 21st cen-
tury jobs. 

The Republican-controlled House 
also passed a budget. It is in stark con-
trast to ours, but they have a budget 
too. The basic constitutional approach, 
the basic procedural approach is to 
bring those two budgets to conference, 
to iron out the differences, and to have 
a plan to go forward to fund the gov-
ernment. 

But we cannot do that because re-
peatedly Republicans here have ob-
jected to going to conference. This is 
ironic since the refrain we heard sev-

eral years ago from Republicans was 
‘‘the Senate Democrats don’t have a 
budget, they don’t have a budget, et 
cetera.’’ This of course was a political 
refrain; it ignored the fact that in the 
Budget Control Act of 2011 we actually 
set budget limits and effectively had a 
budget. But now the Republican refrain 
is sort of, ‘‘never mind, they have a 
budget,’’ and Senate Republicans ob-
ject to conferencing the Senate and 
House budgets because they do not 
want the Congress to have a budget. 

We need to pass a budget. We need to 
responsibly deal with sequestration. 
We have to create jobs and strengthen 
the middle class. 

Last Friday, the House Republicans 
played their latest card in this gambit, 
which they have extended over several 
years, to achieve their political goals 
by holding the economy hostage. This 
time they want to defund health care 
reform as a condition of keeping the 
government open—indeed, a tactic that 
I believe even some Republicans in this 
body have rejected, and I think sen-
sibly rejected. 

There is no doubt if the House posi-
tion prevails it will hurt our economy, 
it will reduce revenue, it will waste 
taxpayers’ dollars. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office, the shut-
downs of the mid-1990s reduced GDP by 
half a percent. Those shutdowns during 
the Clinton administration, again 
prompted by a Republican political 
agenda in the House, not an economic 
agenda, cost Americans jobs and 
growth. It is estimated every week the 
government shuts down it will cost the 
economy about $30 billion. This is a 
very expensive political gambit—some-
thing that should be rejected on its 
face but also rejected because of the 
harm, the demonstrable economic 
harm, it will do to the country. If you 
do care about jobs and the economy, 
the last thing you want to do is shut 
down the government. 

First of all, it eliminates directly a 
lot of people who work for the Federal 
Government—who pay taxes, who pro-
vide critical services. The secondary ef-
fect is they cannot do their job so eco-
nomic activity stalls. Then the ter-
tiary effect is that the local vendors in 
the community who rely on govern-
ment contracts lose their business. It 
is a downward spiral. Everyone here, 
particularly my colleagues, the chair 
men and women of the appropriations 
subcommittees, recognize this. 

Senator PRYOR was articulate about 
some of the effects on the agricultural 
sector. I have the privilege of chairing 
the Interior appropriations sub-
committee. A shutdown would be very 
disruptive. For example, lease sales 
and permits for oil, gas and coal and 
other minerals on Federal lands would 
be stopped. Processing onshore oil and 
gas drilling applications would be 
stopped. Processing applications for 
permits to drill offshore will stop. Re-
view and approval of offshore explo-
ration and development plans will stop. 
What will be the effect? This will delay 
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revenue, obviously, both to the Federal 
Government and for the private sector, 
as those private entrepreneurs who are 
out there investing their own capital 
to try to develop natural resources and 
provide them to the marketplace will 
lose out too. 

Another example, public access to 
recreation on Federal lands will vir-
tually cease. The national parks, na-
tional monuments, and national wild-
life refuges will be closed to visitors. 
Campgrounds, lodging, visitor centers, 
marinas, food services, and other con-
cessions will be closed, with thousands 
of people without jobs. Businesses that 
operate in the parks or as outdoor out-
fitters will not be able to access per-
mitted areas. 

If you go to any national park there 
is typically around it a group of small 
businessmen and women who provide 
backpacking gear, who provide rental 
of rafts and boats and outdoor equip-
ment. What happens when the park 
closes? Their business goes to zero, 
practically. That is a consequence that 
is predictable, in fact, inevitable in the 
event of a shutdown. 

There is another aspect to this gov-
ernment shutdown too. While many 
Federal employees will be furloughed— 
again directly losing their pay, not 
contributing their tax dollars to the 
national economy—there are some who 
will not be. In the Interior Department 
alone, thousands of Federal workers 
will continue their jobs in order to pro-
tect life and property, but they will not 
be paid. This will include the Park Po-
lice. They were one of the first re-
sponders a few days ago to the Navy 
Yard shootings. Typical of their ethic 
of service and dedication to the coun-
try, they risked their lives, rushed to 
that place to try to protect fellow 
Americans. Those men and women of 
the Park Police will still stand guard, 
but they will not be paid. 

It also includes park rangers who 
provide valuable safety. It would in-
clude tribal law enforcement officers 
for our tribal police departments, trib-
al child protection services, and the oil 
and gas inspectors who have to go out 
and make sure existing operations are 
being conducted in a technically appro-
priate way. 

Turning to the EPA, Administrator 
Gina McCarthy has said, in her words: 
‘‘EPA effectively shuts down with only 
a core group of individuals who are 
there in the event of a significant 
emergency.’’ 

EPA is planning to furlough approxi-
mately 95 percent of its total work-
force. Staff will not be reviewing air, 
water, and hazardous waste permit ap-
plications or writing such permits. 
This will slow construction of new fa-
cilities and major improvements to ex-
isting ones, impacting jobs and impact-
ing industry’s overall willingness to 
plan investments. 

This could shrink construction in the 
United States, it could halt major con-
struction projects, because you can’t 
just take out the permitting process, 

or nullify it; these projects cannot go 
forward legally without permits, per-
mits from EPA, permits from local reg-
ulators. We could have a huge con-
struction contraction. We will have 
projects that have been planned, that 
are going forward, that will be put on 
hold, and it will ripple through the 
economy. 

EPA, for example, also will stop cer-
tifying that manufacturers are com-
plying with all vehicle emission stand-
ards and without EPA certification, 
automakers will have a difficult time 
selling products in the United States. 

One of the great examples of what 
the President’s leadership has done, 
the revitalization of the American 
automobile industry, could be jeopard-
ized simply because they cannot have 
their vehicles certified by the EPA, 
which has basically closed. 

A shutdown compounds the hidden 
costs of the sequester. Sequestration is 
an inefficient and blunt instrument. It 
forces the Agency to make drastic de-
cisions that frustrate that mission, 
that do not allow them to prioritize 
their work, and it frustrates our work 
here and throughout the United States. 
It will complicate and compound our 
life going forward. 

We are already feeling—put aside for 
the moment a potential government 
shutdown—the effects of the pending 
sequestration. We are seeing forced fur-
loughs up in Rhode Island at the New-
port Navy Base and other facilities and 
we are seeing the ripple effect of that. 
The local businesses are seeing demand 
go down, revenues go down. Their fi-
nancial stability is being threatened. 
Rhode Islanders who have been laid off 
in private enterprises, through no fault 
of their own, are seeing their unem-
ployment insurance cut by the seques-
ter already. The average weekly ben-
efit of $377 is being cut by $46. The 
Rhode Island Department of Labor and 
Training estimates 6,000 to 7000 Rhode 
Islanders are being affected, taking $1.4 
million per month directly out of our 
economy. Our economy is at 9.1 percent 
unemployment. This is something that 
is causing pain and hardship to fami-
lies throughout my State. The seques-
ter is cutting back on the very modest 
benefits that they might be receiving 
after losing employment. 

Head Start is an extraordinarily val-
uable program that serves more than 
2,400 children in my State. For fiscal 
year 2013, the sequestration has re-
duced funding by $1.3 million, which is 
a big number when it comes to the 
smallest state in the Union. To manage 
these sequestration cuts, staff have 
been laid off, transportation has been 
reduced, as have other support serv-
ices. Even with those savings, 370 
slots—children, don’t call them slots— 
children will not gain access to Head 
Start. That means in many cases their 
parents cannot continue to work be-
cause they cannot leave their child 
alone, and the problem becomes more 
and more complicated. These problems 
have profound implications and they 
reach very far across the spectrum. 

Then there is one other point I wish 
to make. Some people are saying se-
questration is bad, but we just have to 
deal with the defense aspects of it be-
cause that is the most important 
thing—that these other programs, they 
can go away. Norm Augustine is one of 
the premier leaders in the defense in-
dustry. He is former chairman of Lock-
heed Martin, former Secretary of the 
Army. He served on so many different 
boards as one of the great public serv-
ants as well as one of the great indus-
trial leaders—National Academy of En-
gineering, Defense Science Board, 
American Institute of Aeronautics and 
Astronautics. In his speech recently, 
Mr. Augustine said that much of the 
nondefense spending people are dis-
missing as unimportant is more crit-
ical to our national security or as crit-
ical as some of the defense programs. 
He talked about how today’s youngest 
generation will be the first in history 
to be less well educated than their par-
ents, if trends continue. They are like-
ly to be less healthy, particularly if we 
do not continue to support the health 
care improvements of the Affordable 
Care Act. One of the startling discov-
eries is that the military, according to 
Mr. Augustine, is claiming that 70 per-
cent of today’s young people are ineli-
gible for military service because of 
mental, physical, and moral short-
comings. 

The mental and physical short-
comings are a function of two things— 
education and health care. Republicans 
are proposing to say: Let’s cut them. 
Let’s defund the Affordable Care Act. 
Who will be the beneficiaries of the Af-
fordable Care Act and better Head 
Start and better education? Probably 
those 70 percent of the young people 
who cannot qualify to be recruits in 
the Army. So if you think we have a 
problem of national defense, we do 
have a problem of defense, but it is not 
simply solved by buying more plat-
forms, more ships, more planes; it is by 
having a generation of Americans who 
can stand and serve. 

I could go on, but I simply want to 
say we are in a situation where we 
have to basically do what we have al-
ways done, stood and said: We are 
going to keep the government moving. 
We are going to make choices about 
priorities, but we are going to keep our 
government open. We will debate those 
choices and we will debate those prior-
ities and we will come to a conclusion 
and we will move forward and we are 
going to pay the debts we already accu-
mulated. 

The American people should under-
stand this is not like an initial offer of 
a debt security. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. 

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent 
for an additional 30 seconds. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REED. We are not going out 
there and saying: Listen, let us borrow 
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some more money so we can spend this 
new money. We are just trying to pay 
for programs and appropriations that 
have been approved by Congress, both 
Republicans and Democrats in both the 
House and the Senate. These are accu-
mulated debt. Many of the debts were 
accumulated in the previous adminis-
tration while we were fighting two 
wars. 

We are not—and we shouldn’t—turn 
our back virtually for the first time in 
our history on what we have voted pre-
viously to spend. Indeed, if we do that, 
it will create chaos in the economic 
markets. It will create chaos like we 
have never seen before. The inter-
national markets are so fragile that we 
dare not risk this. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican whip. 
TRIBUTE TO ARNOLD GARCIA 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, before I 
begin my other remarks today, I would 
like to say a few words about my 
friend, Arnold Garcia, who recently an-
nounced his retirement as editor of the 
Austin American-Statesman editorial 
page. During a time of political polar-
ization in Washington, Austin, and 
other cities across the country, Arnold 
enjoys the respect and admiration of 
Republicans and Democrats alike. 

He is a veteran of the United States 
Army and the Texas National Guard, 
and he spent 40 years at the Austin 
American-Statesman serving as head of 
the editorial page for more than 2 dec-
ades. 

One of the most prominent and influ-
ential journalists in Texas, Arnold has 
a great love and respect for our state, 
his country, and the men and women 
who defend us. He is, by all accounts, a 
fair-minded reporter—which is saying 
something if you are in our business, 
because we know that there is a nat-
ural adversarial relationship between 
the press and elected officials. Every-
one in Texas who knows Arnold agrees 
that he is a fair-minded reporter who 
has always made time to talk to al-
most anyone and has always had an 
open door for those who wanted to have 
a discussion on virtually any topic. 

I wanted to say a few words today 
about Arnold Garcia. 

Arnold, I salute your pioneering ac-
complishments. I thank you for all of 
these years of your friendship, and I 
wish you and your family nothing but 
the best in this next chapter of your 
life. 

Mr. President, turning to the topic 
du jour, along with many of my Repub-
lican colleagues, I spent the past sev-
eral days discussing all of the negative 
consequences of ObamaCare. I think it 
is important to remember that these 
are human consequences, not just 
about numbers. 

When taxes and premiums rise, when 
doctors are forced to drop their pa-
tients, when people lose their pre-
existing insurance coverage, when full- 
time jobs become part-time jobs, and 
when our health care safety net is 

stretched to the breaking point, each 
has a profound impact on the lives of 
real people. That’s especially true for 
the neediest and most vulnerable 
among us who rely on the safety-net 
programs that the President’s health 
care law is further weakening. 

To better appreciate the con-
sequences of ObamaCare, we should 
consider the following questions: 

Question No. 1: What does 
ObamaCare mean to a 28-year-old col-
lege graduate who can only find part- 
time work and living with his parents? 

It means he will either pay higher in-
surance premiums or pay higher taxes, 
and it also means he will have a harder 
time finding full-time employment and 
starting a career. 

Question No. 2: What does 
ObamaCare mean for a single mom who 
is insured with Medicaid—that safety- 
net program I was talking about? 

It means that her family’s primary 
insurance program, a program that is 
already broken—for example, in my 
State only one doctor out of every 
three will see a new Medicaid patient 
because it reimburses at such a low 
rate. So Medicaid is already failing to 
reliably deliver access to health care. 
With ObamaCare, and the dumping of 
millions of additional people into this 
broken program, it means this program 
will be flooded with millions of new 
beneficiaries, and it means Medicaid 
will soon be even less effective at deliv-
ering access to quality health care to 
the most vulnerable people in our soci-
ety, the very people it was designed to 
protect. 

Question number 3: What does 
ObamaCare mean to a 70-year-old re-
tiree who is enrolled in Medicare? 

It means that fewer and fewer doc-
tors will accept him or her as a pa-
tient, because Medicare pays doctors at 
a fraction of what private health insur-
ance pays in terms of reimbursements 
for their services. ObamaCare also 
means that unelected bureaucrats will 
soon be making decisions about wheth-
er they will get the care their doctor 
believes they need. 

Question No. 4: What does 
ObamaCare mean for a working family 
that has been receiving employer-pro-
vided health insurance from their 
small business? 

It means they very easily could lose 
their existing coverage and get dumped 
into an ObamaCare exchange. It also 
means they could very easily find 
themselves paying higher premiums for 
lower-quality insurance. 

The final question I would ask is: 
What does ObamaCare mean for a small 
business owner with 49 employees? 

It means they have a powerful incen-
tive to stay below that 50-employee cap 
which would then kick them over into 
the employer sanction if they don’t 
provide government-approved health 
care for all of their employees. So their 
incentive is to keep employment low 
and not hire anymore workers because 
of ObamaCare’s extensive regulations 
and financial penalties. 

As we think about each of these ques-
tions, we should also think about what 
business owners across America are 
telling us—I daresay all of them— 
about ObamaCare. For example, a 
small business owner named Linda 
Peters who runs a radio communica-
tions company in Anchorage, AK, re-
cently said ObamaCare’s health insur-
ance tax ‘‘hurts our future and threat-
ens the stability of the small-business 
sector.’’ 

In Arkansas, the owner of Little 
Rock Tours and Travel, a woman 
named Gina Martin has said, ‘‘None of 
us really understand how we are going 
to continue to stay in business.’’ 

In Louisiana, the owner of Dots 
Diner restaurant group, a gentleman 
by the name of Larry Katz recently 
told a Senate committee that he was 
being ‘‘forced to put 16 people out of 
work just to save himself from the neg-
ative effects of [ObamaCare].’’ 

In North Carolina, a franchise holder 
of the popular Five Guys burger chain, 
a man named Mike Ruffed, has esti-
mated that ObamaCare will cost him 
roughly an additional $60,000 a year. 

Each of the business owners I men-
tioned lives in a State with at least one 
Democratic Senator who voted for 
ObamaCare back in 2009. I want to em-
phasize once again that ObamaCare is 
not inevitable. Any law that Congress 
passes it can repeal, it can amend, and 
it can change. 

The Members of this Chamber now 
have an opportunity to correct the 
mistake that the Senate Democrats 
made in 2009 when ObamaCare passed 
on a party-line vote. All the Democrats 
voted for it, and all the Republicans 
voted against it—including me. We now 
have an opportunity to stop this law 
before it does any more damage to peo-
ple like those I mentioned and millions 
more across America. 

To add insult to injury, yesterday we 
learned that the IRS has somehow mis-
placed $67 million that was allocated to 
the ObamaCare slush fund. I daresay, 
given all of the money being pushed 
into the implementation of 
ObamaCare, we can expect more stories 
like that in the weeks and months 
ahead, unless Congress acts. 

As I said, I am proud to say I voted 
against ObamaCare 4 years ago because 
I simply did not see how it could pos-
sibly work. I was concerned about the 
higher taxes on hard-working Amer-
ican families such as my constituents 
in Texas. I was concerned about the 
command and control of Washington, 
DC, on all the health care decisions 
that should have been left to doctors, 
patients, and families trying to work 
together to determine what is in the 
best interests of those individuals and 
those families. 

And, yes, I was concerned that the 
government would continue to cut re-
imbursements to providers which 
would make it more and more likely 
that fewer and fewer doctors and hos-
pitals could actually see Medicare or 
Medicaid patients. I was concerned 
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that ObamaCare represented a state-
ment and an attitude that Washington 
knows best and that nothing anybody 
has done at innovative medical facili-
ties around the country and in dif-
ferent States matters because Wash-
ington really knows best. 

Many people had the audacity to say 
that even though ObamaCare was un-
popular when it was passed, people 
would learn to love it—sort of like 
when Social Security and Medicare 
were originally passed. 

Many of our Democratic colleagues 
who were responsible for giving us 
ObamaCare have what we don’t have 
often in life, and that is a second 
chance. These Senate Democrats who 
voted for ObamaCare—having seen and 
heard the stories I just described—have 
a second chance to help save the Amer-
ican people from a looming disaster. 
When we have people like Senator MAX 
BAUCUS, chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, on which I serve, 
telling Kathleen Sebelius, the sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, 
that the implementation of ObamaCare 
is like a train wreck, we ought to lis-
ten. 

When some of the biggest cheer-
leaders for ObamaCare, such as orga-
nized labor, are now traveling to the 
White House and saying: Please, Mr. 
President, won’t you give us a waiver 
or exemption because this is turning 
out different than you told us it would, 
we ought to listen. 

Full-time work—the 40-hour work-
week—is in jeopardy because in order 
to protect themselves from employer 
sanctions, employers are moving peo-
ple from full-time work to part-time 
work—if they can hire people at all— 
which may be one reason why the labor 
participation rate, which is a percent-
age of Americans who are actually in 
the workforce looking for work, is the 
lowest it has been in the last 30 years. 

As I said earlier, each of these stories 
is a human tragedy, and the stories be-
hind the numbers tell a very sobering 
tale. But we are now powerless to deal 
with this looming disaster and impend-
ing train wreck, as Senator BAUCUS 
said. 

I hope Senate Democrats will vote 
with Senate Republicans and take a 
stand, as we will have a chance to do, 
when we get a chance to vote to defund 
ObamaCare on the continuing resolu-
tion. If we do, we will be protecting the 
American people from one of the most 
unpopular, unworkable, and 
unaffordable laws in modern history. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I would 

like to elaborate on the comments 
from my colleague from Texas who I 
think laid out in very clear terms what 
is at stake and the debate we are hav-
ing and really what the vote that we 
are going to have here in the not-too- 
distant future means. 

I think it is pretty clear—if we look 
at any objective measurement or met-

ric—ObamaCare is a huge disaster, and 
obviously we have seen tremendous an-
ecdotal evidence of that. Anybody who 
travels in their State or around the 
country or talks to anybody who is in 
business, the message comes back very 
clear that ObamaCare is making it 
more difficult and more expensive for 
them to create jobs. 

It is creating uncertainty; there are 
mandates and requirements associated 
with the new law because employers 
are being forced to provide a govern-
ment-approved plan, and so costs go 
up. As a result, that means there are 
people who are not getting hired who 
otherwise might have gotten hired. 
Companies are looking at reducing 
their workforce and obviously creating 
a tremendous amount of disruption in 
our economy. I think it is pretty evi-
dent that the middle class in particular 
is being crushed by the President’s 
policies, and ObamaCare is certainly 
no exception. 

Yesterday, in Forbes magazine, Avik 
Roy reported on a recent study done by 
the Manhattan Institute that 
ObamaCare will increase insurance 
rates for younger men by an average of 
97 to 99 percent and for younger women 
by an average of 55 to 62 percent. 

In my home State of South Dakota, 
that is more than just a statistic, it is 
a grim reality facing thousands of 
young men and women. By comparing 
a typical low-cost plan for a healthy 30- 
year-old in South Dakota this year 
with a bronze plan in South Dakota’s 
health care exchange next year, the 
premium increases are staggering. 
Younger women are going to face a 223- 
percent premium increase and younger 
men are going to face a 393-percent— 
393-percent—premium increase when 
comparing new data from the Health 
and Human Services Department with 
data that came out from the Govern-
ment Accountability Office about pre-
miums in my State just this year—ear-
lier in January. 

For those millennials in South Da-
kota, that is a $1,500 increase in health 
care premiums each year for women 
and a more than $2,000 increase in 
health care premiums for men. So the 
money that could be used for other 
things will now be put toward this in-
crease in health insurance premiums 
that people are going to have to pay to 
get covered. They could have used that 
money to pay off a student loan. They 
could have used it to save for a home 
or to start a family. So this has a tre-
mendous impact on the economy and 
particularly on those who are going to 
get hit hardest, and in my State of 
South Dakota, not unlike other States 
around the country, it is young people, 
younger men and younger women. 

Interestingly enough, the President 
is talking about how the HHS study or 
report confirms what they have been 
saying, which is that somehow pre-
miums are going to go down. The rea-
son they are saying that is because 
they are comparing the exchange pre-
miums—what they think people are 

going to pay—with what the Congres-
sional Budget Office predicted they 
might pay earlier this year. So it is a 
hypothetical. It is a mythical compari-
son. There is nothing to it. It is fiction, 
if you will. 

What we have to do is make this real 
for people. When we make it real, when 
we compare it to what they are paying 
today, young people in particular are 
going to see dramatic increases in their 
premiums. So the report was a com-
plete fraud in terms of informing peo-
ple with real information about what 
their health insurance premiums are 
going to be under these exchanges. As 
I just pointed out, when we compare 
what they would be paying in the ex-
change in my State with what people 
are paying today with similar-type 
coverage, the increases are stag-
gering—a 223-percent premium increase 
for younger women and a 393-percent 
increase for younger men. 

They are saying that some of these 
individuals are going to be eligible for 
premium tax credits to help cover the 
increased costs, but not everyone is eli-
gible for those premium tax credits. A 
lot of people are not going to be eligi-
ble for the credits, and they don’t cover 
all the costs. According to a new anal-
ysis by Avalere Health, Americans 
could face steep cost-sharing require-
ments, such as copayments, coinsur-
ance, and deductibles, layered on top of 
the monthly premiums, which are 
going to increase dramatically. It is 
clear that health care costs are going 
up, particularly for younger Ameri-
cans. 

President Obama promised that 
health care premiums would go down 
by an average of $2,500 per family. If we 
look at what the real situation is with 
regard to families, those premiums 
have actually jumped by more than 
$2,500 since the President took office 
and since ObamaCare became law. So 
we have costs that continue to increase 
despite the President’s promises to the 
contrary, and household income has 
been dropping since the time the Presi-
dent has been in office—about $3,700, 
according to a recent study. So when 
an American family is looking at their 
economic situation, they are saying: 
Let me get this straight. I have higher 
costs and lower income. How does the 
President expect that we are going to 
be able to cover these higher costs? 

That is the reality, as I said, that 
most Americans are dealing with and 
that people in my State of South Da-
kota are dealing with, particularly 
millennials, who are going to be most 
adversely and harmfully impacted by 
the new plan. 

With respect to jobs, the other thing 
I wish to point out—obviously the cost 
of health care is a very important situ-
ation and something every American 
has to think about as they think about 
their own personal economic cir-
cumstances, but we also have to have 
jobs, and most people get health insur-
ance coverage—a lot of them do— 
through their job. Well, what is the 
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ObamaCare legislation doing to our 
jobs and to our economy? Nearly three 
in four small businesses plan to fire 
workers or to cut hours as a result of 
ObamaCare. According to Investor’s 
Business Daily, more than 250 employ-
ers have cut jobs or slashed hours as a 
direct result of ObamaCare’s high cost 
and job-killing regulations. 

Another thing that is important to 
point out is that 60 percent of the jobs 
created this year are part-time jobs— 
not full-time jobs, part-time jobs. The 
way the ObamaCare legislation and the 
law is structured, there is a disincen-
tive for companies to grow because if 
they get bigger, if they get more than 
50 employees, they will be subject to a 
lot of new regulations and mandates 
when they provide government-ap-
proved health care. 

There is also a definition in the law 
of what a full-time employee is. If 
someone works more than 30 hours, 
they are a full-time employee. So what 
are companies doing? What are busi-
nesses doing? They are hiring more and 
more people to work 29 hours a week. 
The President is probably going to go 
down in history as the President who 
created the most part-time jobs. But 
Americans want full-time jobs, they 
want to be able to have a job that al-
lows them to make ends meet for their 
families, to plan for their children’s 
education and for their own retire-
ment, and having to work more than 
one job—multiple part-time jobs—just 
doesn’t get it done for them. So this 
trend we are seeing occur of part-time 
jobs being created is largely because of 
mandates imposed in ObamaCare. 

The middle class is being squeezed 
from both ends. Americans’ premiums 
are going up, while their hours and 
take-home pay are going down. 

The job impacts are as clear across 
the country as they are in my State of 
South Dakota. I wish to give one exam-
ple of a South Dakota business owner 
who was recently interviewed. He was 
asked in that interview about the high-
er costs and mandates of ObamaCare, 
and this is what he said: 

You’ll just have to adjust accordingly and 
you’ll have to cut jobs, and you probably 
won’t hire as many people, and I think you’ll 
see a lot of that. 

That is a small business owner in my 
State of South Dakota responding to a 
question about the impact of 
ObamaCare on his ability to hire peo-
ple, to create jobs, and to help expand 
his business and grow the economy in 
my State. 

It is no wonder the President’s ap-
proval rating is underwater. Nearly 60 
percent of Americans say they oppose 
ObamaCare, the President’s signature 
accomplishment. So while support for 
the President’s signature law continues 
to fade, we are also seeing an impact 
on the President’s personal approval 
rating. For the first time, more Ameri-
cans view the President unfavorably 
than they do favorably. According to 
yesterday’s Gallup poll, the President 
is struggling with his own base. Sup-

port among Democrats has dropped 13 
points since December of 2012. 

I say all that to point out that the ef-
fects of these policies—particularly 
ObamaCare in the specific—are having 
an impact on the President’s standing. 
I think people are understanding what 
the impacts are, what the effects of 
this are, what the results of this are, 
and they are starting to react accord-
ingly. 

What is also of great concern to any-
body who is thinking about going into 
an exchange or looking to do this next 
week when the exchanges ‘‘go live’’ or 
go online is that there are an awful lot 
of glitches and bumps. As I said, pre-
miums are on the rise, workers’ jobs, 
wages, and hours are being cut, and 
now we have glitches and bumps when 
it comes to implementation. The latest 
example of an ObamaCare glitch comes 
from the District of Columbia ex-
changes. A report that came out just 
yesterday said the District of Columbia 
ObamaCare exchange is experiencing 
‘‘a high error rate’’ in calculating the 
tax credits that low- and middle-in-
come people are going to receive. You 
can’t make this stuff up. The govern-
ment-run exchange is experiencing ‘‘a 
high error rate’’ in handling health 
care. Who would have thought that 
would be the case? These exchange 
shoppers are not going to have access 
to the premium prices now until mid- 
November. This is according to the re-
cent report on the District of Colum-
bia. 

There are similar glitches happening 
at the Federal level as well and in 
other States. Oregon and Colorado 
have faced setbacks. 

Reuters reports: 
On Monday, employees running Connect 

for Health Colorado told board members that 
the exchange would not be able to calculate 
federal subsidies either, at least for the first 
few weeks. 

Inaccuracies, glitches, and malfunc-
tions mean this law is not ready for 
prime time. 

Meanwhile, we have top Democrats 
here in the Congress who I think are in 
complete denial. The President said 
earlier this summer, ‘‘I think it’s im-
portant for us to recognize and ac-
knowledge this is working the way it is 
supposed to.’’ Representative PELOSI on 
the House side said, ‘‘The implementa-
tion of this is fabulous.’’ Senator REID 
said on ‘‘Meet the Press’’ not too long 
ago, ‘‘ObamaCare has been wonderful 
for America.’’ Well, that message is 
being lost on Americans. 

We have an opportunity to correct 
that. We get a chance at a do-over. We 
can fix this. We can correct this wrong. 
We can do this in a much better way. It 
doesn’t take a 2,700-page bill and 20,000 
pages of regulations to fix the problems 
we have in our health care system 
today. What we have now is a govern-
ment takeover of one-sixth of our econ-
omy, and we are seeing what that 
means for many Americans: higher pre-
miums, higher costs, fewer jobs, lower 
take-home pay, and glitches and bumps 
when it comes to implementation. 

At a minimum—at a minimum—we 
ought to delay the implementation of 
this not just for a favored few, not just 
for those select constituents the Presi-
dent wants to grant waivers and excep-
tions for, but we should allow a delay 
of ObamaCare for all Americans be-
cause it is not ready for prime time. 

I think ultimately what maybe 
drives or motivates people to stay with 
this in spite of all this—every day, 
news stories, news organizations talk-
ing about the flaws, the errors in im-
plementation; the, I guess, overprom-
ises made by the administration when 
it comes to what costs were going to be 
for people and whether they would be 
able to keep their old insurance—but 
when we look at all that, the cumu-
lative effect of all of that, the wise 
thing for us to do is to recognize that 
this was a mistake and, at a minimum, 
delay its implementation. At best, my 
favorite scenario would be to repeal it 
and start over. 

I think we have a lot of people here, 
as was mentioned by Senator REID not 
too long ago, whose goal really is to 
get to a single-payer system. If that is 
the goal, then people want this thing 
to muddle along and get so bad that 
the only thing people are left with is a 
single-payer system—in other words, 
socialized medicine. I don’t think that 
is consistent with what the American 
people want. It is certainly not con-
sistent with our history and heritage of 
freedom and competition and giving 
people in this country more choices. 
That might explain why many of the 
things we have proposed, alternatives 
we have proposed on this side of the 
aisle, consistently get voted down. 

Why don’t we allow people to buy in-
surance across State lines and create 
interstate competition that drives 
prices down? Why don’t we allow pool-
ing for small businesses so they can get 
the benefit of group purchasing power? 
Why don’t we reduce the cost of defen-
sive medicine by ending junk lawsuits 
in this country? Why don’t we allow 
people to have their own refundable tax 
credit so they can buy their own health 
insurance? We want to come up with a 
system that is portable, that creates 
competition, that allows people to have 
more choices, and that is based upon 
market impulses and market principle. 
When we have a free market and it is 
working, we get much lower costs be-
cause competition brings that about. 

I hope we can get to the point where 
we acknowledge that this was the 
wrong direction. We are going to have 
a chance to vote on that later today. 
The vote that is going to be before us— 
and I am not aware of any Republican 
in this Chamber who is not going to 
vote to defund ObamaCare—will 
present us with an opportunity, as Re-
publicans and Democrats, to acknowl-
edge what the American people have 
already recognized, which is that this 
is not working. It is not working as it 
was intended, it is not working as 
planned, and the best thing we can do 
is acknowledge that and give the 
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American people a break and give the 
American economy a break by delaying 
its implementation or, more impor-
tantly, just repealing it and starting 
over and doing this the right way by 
building upon the strengths we have in 
our health care delivery system today, 
acknowledging the challenges and 
weaknesses but things that can be 
fixed without passing a 2,700-page bill 
and 20,000 pages of regulations. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

BALDWIN). The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 

appreciate the Senator from South Da-
kota and his words but also his leader-
ship, not only in this area but in so 
many areas of such importance facing 
our Nation. Again, we appreciate him 
very much. 

With the exchanges set to open in a 
matter of days, we are getting an up- 
close and personal look at how bad this 
law is for Arkansans. 

On Monday, the ObamaCare pre-
miums were released for the Arkansas 
exchanges. The exchanges were sup-
posed to provide choices. The President 
said it would be like booking travel on 
Expedia. 

Do you know how many insurance 
companies you can pick from in el Do-
rado and Magnolia? Two. In Pine Bluff, 
Helena, and Lake Village? Two. In 
Jonesboro and Hot Springs? Three. 

There are not a lot of options, and 
none of them are affordable. Sticker 
shock, I think, is the best way to de-
scribe the response I have heard from 
Arkansans. 

Yesterday, a caller to my Fort Smith 
office said he could barely afford his di-
abetic medicine. With the new pre-
miums, he simply cannot afford it. 
That is one example of many similar 
calls i have received and am receiving. 

With a pricetag of nearly $3 trillion, 
the law creates more problems than it 
solves. It drives up health care costs, 
busts our budget, bankrupts Medicare, 
and deflates our economy. On top of 
that, it does not create economic sta-
bility for Arkansans. It raises their 
taxes. 

On some level, even President Obama 
acknowledges this will not work. He 
has delayed, without legal recourse, 
the employer health care mandate. 
More relief for other allies will cer-
tainly come. It is clear the White 
House is picking and choosing who has 
to comply with the law, which leaves 
the rest of America asking: Where is 
my exemption? Why can’t everyone get 
a special deal? They rightfully want to 
know why they have to follow a law 
the President’s allies are not following. 

Every Republican in this Chamber 
wrote the President shortly after he 
made this decision to delay the em-
ployer mandate. We demanded that he 
extend relief to the public. In fact, we 
asked him to permanently delay imple-
mentation for everyone. 

Senator COATS and I, along with sev-
eral other of our colleagues, have in-
troduced a bill that would accomplish 

just that because this law is not just 
bad for U.S. businesses, it is bad for 
workers, it is bad for American fami-
lies. 

The President says he is working for 
a ‘‘better bargain for the middle class.’’ 
This law crushes the middle class. It is 
going to make coverage unaffordable 
for everyone, including the very people 
the President seeks to provide coverage 
to—low-income workers. 

Because this law is poorly written, a 
worker making $21,000 a year may be 
offered plans with premiums that are 
near $2,000. How is this affordable? For 
a basic plan they could also face an an-
nual deductible upwards of $3,000 before 
coverage kicks in. That is almost a 
quarter of the annual salary of a work-
er making $21,000. And this is supposed 
to be affordable? 

One of my constituents hit the nail 
on the head during a telephone town-
hall I had on Monday night when he 
said this law is actually making health 
insurance more expensive for the aver-
age person. 

Nowhere in the 20,000 pages of regula-
tions can you find one that drives down 
the cost of health care. That is the core 
of the problem. 

This law has to be replaced with re-
forms that drive down the cost of 
health care and make insurance truly 
affordable for every American. 

Instead of allowing the government 
to dictate our health care needs, we 
should strive to reward quality health 
care, encourage healthy living, and 
minimize waste through patient choice 
and health care ownership. 

We should pass laws that expand 
health savings accounts. We should 
allow small businesses, people such as 
my barber, to pool together with other 
barbers and purchase group insurance 
to cover their employees at a low rate. 
We need to allow Americans to pur-
chase insurance across State lines, as 
we do for car insurance. 

There are other reform avenues we 
can explore, some I think that we can 
even get the majority and the Presi-
dent to support. 

Every Republican in this Chamber 
wants to do away with this law. We 
may disagree on strategy, but we all 
seek the same goal. 

For me and many of my colleagues, 
it is hard to find the logic in opposing 
a bill that defunds ObamaCare. Again, 
this bill the House has sent us is ex-
actly what we were trying to accom-
plish. It defunds ObamaCare and keeps 
the government open. We must also en-
sure it keeps us on a path to fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

If the majority leader attempts to re-
store funding for ObamaCare, you can 
be assured that I will vote against it. 

My vocal opposition to the law, my 
record of voting against the original 
bill, and my support of efforts to repeal 
it are evidence that I want to replace 
this law with real reform that will 
drive down the cost of care and in-
crease coverage for all. 

However, at the end of the day, it is 
not wise to force a shutdown by hold-

ing up a bill to continue the funding of 
government. Our troops in harm’s way 
deserve to be paid. Seniors in Arkansas 
need their Social Security checks in a 
timely manner just to get by. And Ar-
kansans who have jobs that require 
government action—regardless of the 
situation—will have their livelihoods 
at stake as a result of a shutdown. 

Perhaps most concerning is what a 
shutdown could do to the markets in 
this very fragile economy. Our econ-
omy is in a far more precarious posi-
tion than it was during the last shut-
down. The retirement and savings of 
millions of Arkansans could take a dra-
matic hit. 

We face a serious crisis. Health care 
costs are crippling this country and 
many Americans lack access to quality 
affordable care. It is stifling our Na-
tion’s overall economic development. 
These are real difficulties patients, 
physicians, and hospitals face. 

I understand this problem firsthand. 
For 24 years, I practiced optometry 
with my brother and my partners in 
Arkansas. My experience as both a 
health care practitioner and a clinic 
owner led me to understand there is a 
right way and a wrong way to address 
this crisis. The President’s health care 
law is the wrong way. Let’s move for-
ward by supporting the House-passed 
continuing resolution that defunds 
ObamaCare. Let’s work together for af-
fordable and effective health care re-
forms through free market principles. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I 

rise to discuss the current dilemma be-
fore the Senate with regard to whether 
to vote on the motion to close debate 
and go to the debate and final vote, if 
you will, on the House-passed version 
of the CR which put in the language 
that defunds ObamaCare. 

I will vote yes for cloture so we can 
go to the vote I have promised my con-
stituents in my State 57 different times 
in other votes I have cast in the Senate 
in favor of defunding the ObamaCare 
legislation because I believe there is a 
better way to do it. 

We only have two options before us. 
One is to end debate and go to a vote 
on legislation passed out of the House 
that will continue the government and 
defund ObamaCare, understanding the 
leadership will have an amendment to 
strip out the defunding. I will vote 
against that amendment because I 
want to be consistent with the other 57 
votes I have taken. 

But the other alternative is an alter-
native not to shut off debate, to con-
tinue the debate, which means we come 
up to Monday night, midnight, when 
the fiscal year ends and the govern-
ment shuts down. Government shut-
downs are a bad idea. They are bad for 
the people who send us here to this 
body to represent them. They are bad 
for seniors on Social Security. They 
are bad for those whose husbands and 
wives and sons and daughters are fight-
ing in harm’s way in Afghanistan and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:33 Sep 26, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26SE6.017 S26SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6918 September 26, 2013 
other parts of the world. It hurts our 
military. It hurts our health care sys-
tem. And it does not do anything to 
stop ObamaCare. 

What a lot of people do not realize is, 
if you shut the government down, you 
are not shutting down ObamaCare. A 
great percentage of that is mandatory 
funding. If you shut the government 
down, you are actually encouraging 
ObamaCare and discouraging our gov-
ernment to function as it should. 

I will not vote to shut the govern-
ment down. I will vote to end the de-
bate. And I will vote in the way that I 
have promised every citizen of my 
State since the ObamaCare legislation 
came before us. 

Look, I am on the HELP Committee. 
We did the markup on the Affordable 
Care Act in 2009. Like almost every 
other Member of the Senate, I was here 
on Christmas Eve 2009 and voted 
against the ObamaCare legislation on 
the final vote. Since that period of 
time we have had a plethora of votes 
and challenges and opportunities, and I 
have remained consistent. I am not 
going to all of a sudden, in a debate, 
change my consistency and vote to 
shut down the government and con-
tinue ObamaCare. I want to be con-
sistent with the way I voted. I want the 
Senate to take up its responsibility. I 
want us to be sure we do not shut down 
the government for our people. I want 
to be sure everybody in the Senate has 
the opportunity to cast their vote, 
both on the continuing resolution and 
on whether ObamaCare stays or is 
defunded. That is the question before 
us—not whether we shut the govern-
ment down. 

So while I respect and appreciate 
everybody’s position, I think it is irre-
sponsible for us as a Senate to know-
ingly and voluntarily shut down our 
government and extend ObamaCare 
when we have the opportunity to have 
the debate, have the vote, strip out the 
funding for ObamaCare, and move for-
ward as some of us have tried. 

I do not know how it will end up. I 
think I know. But I know one thing: In-
action and not voting is wrong. The 
people of Georgia sent me here to take 
action, not to avoid action. They sent 
me here to run the government, not to 
shut down the government. In fact, I 
got to the Senate and the House be-
cause of a government shutdown, and I 
want to tell that story. 

In the 1990s, when President Clinton 
was President and Newt Gingrich was 
Speaker, many issues came about on 
fiscal spending, and the Speaker and 
the President and the majority leader 
of the Senate, Bob Dole, got in a con-
flict over whether to extend the budg-
et. The Republicans took the position: 
We will shut the government down 
rather than yield to what President 
Clinton wants to do. So the govern-
ment shut down. About 3 weeks later, 
the government was brought back. The 
Speaker, Mr. Gingrich, came back and 
capitulated. We reopened the govern-
ment, but he lost a lot of ground. Two 

years later he was reelected by a nar-
row margin but was not reelected 
Speaker and resigned. I replaced him. 
Be careful if you shut down the govern-
ment. You might get another me. 

So that is what happens when gov-
ernment happens. The voters speak 
out. The voters make sure we are ac-
countable and responsible. It cost us a 
Speakership. It cost us leadership in 
the House, and politically that is 
unsustainable and something we should 
not do. 

I want to be a part of doing my re-
sponsible action, voting like I have 
told my voters I am going to vote; in-
stead of shutting down the govern-
ment, having the vote we need to have 
to see which way we are going to move 
forward as a country. 

I yield the remainder of my time and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. For this 
hour of majority time, I ask unani-
mous consent that the following Sen-
ators have 15 minutes each: Senator 
UDALL of New Mexico, Senator 
MERKLEY, Senator BALDWIN, and Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Five 
years ago, our economy went off a cliff. 
We all remember how bad it was. Wall 
Street crashed, great industries faced 
ruin, trillions of dollars in savings of 
American families gone, wiped out. 
That was the reality. It was a night-
mare for millions of Americans. They 
lost their jobs, they lost their homes. 
So many saw a lifetime’s work dis-
appear through no fault of their own. 

Five years later we are slowly mak-
ing our way back. We have seen 42 
months of private sector job growth. 
That is 7.5 million jobs. That is a new 
start for millions of Americans, but as 
families in New Mexico know, having a 
job in this economy does not mean the 
struggles are over. We are moving for-
ward, but not fast enough. Too many 
folks in my State are still looking for 
jobs, or they are working and still 
struggling to pay for rent, food, and 
gas. They still have not caught up to 
where they were before, even though 
they are working harder than ever. 

New Mexico’s unemployment re-
mains too high. It is at 6.9 percent, and 
it has been stuck at around 7 percent 
for far too long. We still have a way to 
go, so we can’t afford any more self-in-
flicted wounds—no more manufactured 
crises and no more manufactured gov-
ernment dysfunction. 

Unfortunately, we are seeing this 
again and again. A minority of radical 
obstructionists in the House and in the 

Senate is threatening a government 
shutdown unless they get their way. 
They wish to repeal the law of the land 
even though they lack the votes to do 
so. They are driving us toward another 
cliff. 

They are willing to endanger the full 
faith and credit of the United States, 
all for their narrow ideological agenda. 
The American people will be the ones 
who feel the consequences. 

There is no reason for this drama 
that threatens our struggling economy. 
The American people don’t want this. 
From Wall Street to Main Street, most 
Americans are watching this spectacle 
with disbelief. They are looking for 
progress, for recovery, and they are 
getting gridlock over and over, with no 
budget, no long-term plan. If this con-
tinues, we have a government in paral-
ysis—all this to drive a tank through 
health care reform. 

The American people don’t want to 
shut down the government to prevent 
people from getting their health insur-
ance. They want jobs and they want 
economic recovery. 

It is clear to folks on all sides of this 
desperate stunt that this is dangerous. 
Even the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
not exactly a leftist group, has said, 
‘‘Stop.’’ Last week they told the Rep-
resentatives: 

It is not in the best interest of the U.S. 
business community or the American people 
to risk even a brief government shutdown. 
. . . Likewise, the U.S. Chamber respectfully 
urges the House of Representatives to raise 
the debt ceiling in a timely manner and thus 
eliminate any question of threat to the full 
faith and credit of the United States Govern-
ment. 

We need to move past these partisan 
games and get back to working on our 
economy. We need to provide stability 
so our Nation’s families and businesses 
can grow and prosper. We need to pass 
a bill that prevents a government shut-
down and funds the programs critical 
to our economic health. 

I wish to talk about the effect on my 
home State of New Mexico. New Mexi-
co’s economy can’t afford these par-
tisan games. We are already struggling 
with sequestration. 

In New Mexico, sequestration is a 
painful reality, having a chilling effect 
on our economy. Folks are worried 
about their jobs. The most vulnerable 
groups—the poor, families with chil-
dren, seniors, and Native Americans— 
face serious cuts in education and so-
cial services. 

Our State has two great national lab-
oratories, Sandia and Los Alamos. 
Their work is essential to the security 
and safety of all Americans, keeping 
our Nation’s nuclear stockpile safe and 
secure. 

We are host to three Air Force bases, 
as well as White Sands Missile Range. 
This budget impasse is damaging to 
these installations and it threatens 
economic chaos in the nearby commu-
nities. 

Businesses that rely on Federal con-
tracts wonder if they can keep their 
doors open. Sequestration is already 
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damaging small businesses that sur-
vived the recession, businesses such as 
Queston Construction, a general con-
tractor. Queston’s president, Tina Cor-
dova, has seen the number of employ-
ees shrink from near 40 to only 18 
today. 

Then there are the businesses such as 
PSC, a 100-percent Native-American, 
woman-owned security personnel busi-
ness that had to let go employees last 
year. Threatening shutdowns only 
makes this worse. 

These partisan games are also hurt-
ing businesses that depend on tourism. 
According to the National Park Serv-
ice, New Mexico’s national parks and 
monuments had 1.5 million visitors last 
year. We can’t afford to close down 
sites such as Bandelier National Monu-
ment, Carlsbad Canyons, Chaco Can-
yon, Tent Rocks National Monument, 
Bosque del Apache Wildlife Refuge, and 
a host of other unique and special 
places. Customers who visit these sites 
stay in our hotels and eat in our res-
taurants. Tourism means big dollars 
for New Mexico and our small busi-
nesses, about $5.9 billion in direct 
spending. 

However, here we are with a House 
resolution that is playing politics with 
our economy. This is a dead end. We 
are on the wrong train, the wrong 
track, and going nowhere. Americans 
understand this, and I think that is 
why they are so disappointed in us. 

Our economy can’t afford even the 
threat of government shutdown. Too 
many businesses and families are still 
barely making ends meet 5 years after 
Wall Street crashed. 

Today’s vote is some good news. We 
are facing obstruction, but we are mov-
ing forward. In a bipartisan way, I be-
lieve the Senate can do its job. It can 
pass a bill to fund the government 
without partisan poison pill amend-
ments. Then it will go back to the 
House. With little time to spare, we 
can only hope the House leaders will 
come to their senses and allow a bipar-
tisan bill, not a partisan bill, to move 
forward. 

When that happens, if it happens, we 
have more challenges ahead. The House 
has drastically underfunded programs 
that American people depend on. 

I spoke about the impact on New 
Mexico. Now I wish to speak for a 
minute as chairman of an appropria-
tions subcommittee. 

We see the needs out there. We see 
the need for investments. We can’t 
keep kicking the can down the road 
hoping that somehow a miracle will 
happen and our roads and bridges will 
fix themselves, that our veterans will 
get the resources they need without 
funding, and that our national labs will 
be able to take on additional respon-
sibilities without additional resources. 

In the case of my subcommittee, Fi-
nancial Services and General Govern-
ment, we are making sure our financial 
systems are sound so Americans won’t 
have to worry about a collapse, about 
losing their retirement, their homes, or 

their life savings. We are making sure 
we do not need a government bailout 
again and we are protecting consumers 
against fraud. 

The House bill would put all of those 
important functions at risk. We can’t 
afford that, the American people can’t 
afford that, and we will continue fight-
ing for a commonsense path forward. 

One of the areas in my subcommittee 
is small business and funding the Small 
Business Administration. If we go into 
a government shutdown, the Small 
Business Administration closes down. 
All those small businesses across 
America that rely on loans, rely on ad-
vice, and rely on small business devel-
opment centers aren’t going to be able 
to do that, take an idea from the begin-
ning of a business through a business 
plan. It is going to thwart entre-
preneurs and entrepreneurship. We 
can’t afford that. 

I plead with my friends in the House, 
when you get our bill this week or near 
the end of the week, please think long 
and hard. Let’s pass it and move this 
forward. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
rise today to address some of the chal-
lenges we face here on September 26. 
The significance of that date is it is 
only 4 days before September 30, the 
close of the financial year, and October 
1, the following day, starts a new finan-
cial year. So it has been our responsi-
bility as a Congress to prepare for Oc-
tober 1 by passing a budget, reconciling 
that budget with the House of Rep-
resentatives, then using that budget to 
produce 12 appropriations bills, recon-
ciling those 12 appropriations bills, and 
have a spending plan completely in 
place so that we smoothly begin the 
start of a new financial year. No crisis, 
just adults working out a spending 
plan for the next 12 months on time. 

I would like to say that is where we 
are today. But instead, as I stand here 
on the floor of the Senate, we are only 
5 days away from a shutdown of the 
U.S. Government, a shutdown because 
that spending plan has not been put to-
gether. For the many Americans who 
have been following the challenges of 
the last couple of years, this will sound 
a little like déjà vu all over again, to 
quote Yogi Berra, because we have 
been here before. We have been through 
this crisis before. 

Indeed, it was April 2011 when we had 
a near government shutdown, and that 
had a huge impact on job creation, and 
it had a big impact on the stock mar-
ket. In other words, it wounded our 
economy at a time when Americans 
wanted us to build a strong foundation 

for a better economy, to create jobs for 
the middle class, to put people back to 
work, and to get momentum built up 
to put American families in a better 
place. Instead, we had this manufac-
tured crisis in April 2011, courtesy of 
my colleagues, who felt more about ex-
ercising partisan warfare than caring 
about the success of our middle-class 
families. Quite simply, that is just 
wrong. 

Then it was just months later, in 
July of 2011, when we had a debt ceiling 
crisis. This is quite interesting, be-
cause the debt ceiling is simply a term 
for paying the bills we have already in-
curred. President Reagan had some-
thing to say about this. President 
Reagan said: Don’t mess with the good 
faith and credit of the United States of 
America. We pay our bills on time. And 
we have always paid our bills on time. 
We didn’t manufacture crises to do 
damage to the economy because of ex-
tremely poisoned partisanship gripping 
this Chamber and the Chamber on the 
other side of Capitol Hill. 

Not only did that combination of cri-
ses do significant damage, but in 2012 
we faced the big fiscal cliff. This is 
where the tax structure developed 
under the Bush Presidency was set to 
expire, so a new set of policies had to 
be worked out. We were unable to have 
that adult, responsible conversation 
due to the extreme partisanship grip-
ping this Chamber and gripping the 
other Chamber. So we had a crisis at 
the close of that year that, quite frank-
ly, did damage as well. Suddenly busi-
nesses were seeing that not only did we 
have the great recession of 2008, as a 
result of out-of-control failures in reg-
ulation that allowed predatory mort-
gages and predatory securities—securi-
ties that melted down and took a large 
part of America’s financial world with 
them—but we had this follow-on of not 
being able to have a reasonable, 
thoughtful, commonsense budget plan 
in place to take us forward. 

So 2012 led to March of 2013—3 
months later—and now we had the de-
layed implementation of the sequester. 
The sequester comes from the Budget 
Control Act—an Act I voted against be-
cause Members on both sides of the 
aisle described it as ‘‘dumb and dumb-
er,’’ so dumb we will not let it happen. 
I thought it was so dumb it should 
never be written into law, so I voted 
against it. But I was on the losing side 
of that battle. So this diabolical finan-
cial plan exploded onto the American 
scene in March 2013, creating a signifi-
cant problem for the American econ-
omy and doing significant damage to 
the American economy. And here we 
are, 6 months later, unable to complete 
our budget and our appropriations bills 
for the coming financial year. 

This has become a pattern where we 
see ourselves lurching from crisis to 
crisis—manufactured crises—due to 
this poisoning partisanship, rather 
than working together to address the 
challenges of working families and the 
middle class. The American people are 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:11 Sep 27, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26SE6.021 S26SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6920 September 26, 2013 
quite tired of it. That is why they rate 
the quality of work we are doing so 
low. That is why they rate Congress so 
low. 

There was a time not so long ago 
when it was a very different story. 
When I was growing up, the story about 
Congress was that we had had this 
Great Depression but we came together 
as a Nation and recognized many of the 
problems that contributed to that. 
Those problems included allowing 
banks to stop doing loans and start 
gambling on risky ventures, and we 
stopped that when we put in Glass- 
Steagall. It included having mortgages 
that were balloon mortgages, and those 
could be called in at any time, which 
meant an individual had to return to 
the mortgage market to get a replace-
ment loan. That created a crisis for a 
family if the loan was called and they 
couldn’t actually get another loan. So 
we fixed that by creating full amor-
tizing long-term mortgages with no 
balloon payments, and we got rid of 
that callable feature. 

We also created the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to take on the 
predatory scams and practices of Wall 
Street so people would have faith in in-
vesting. Faith in investing meant you 
had the capital to fuel a strong come-
back. 

We created the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation so people could 
trust putting their money in banks, 
knowing the bank wouldn’t collapse 
and take their money with them. 

We did all these things as a Congress, 
coming together to respond to great 
national problems. Sure, there was 
some partisanship, some disagreement 
between the parties, but there was a 
deeper understanding that we as Amer-
icans must work together as Ameri-
cans, including on the floor of the 
House and the Senate, for the greater 
benefit of our American families. 

Unfortunately, that has apparently 
been lost. It has been lost not just in 
these last few days but in these last 
few years. 

When World War II was thrust upon 
us, in a short period of time, with con-
gressional help, we transformed our 
economy into a war economy and 
played a big role in basically resolving 
a terrible worldwide crisis. After World 
War II we rebuilt, through our loan 
programs and our trade relationships, 
much of the world economy as well as 
our own economy, creating the largest 
middle class the world has ever known. 

All of this is what we did in this 
Chamber and in the Chamber on the 
other side of Capitol Hill—decisions 
that were made together to put Amer-
ica back on track. But today we don’t 
have legislators thinking about the 
health of America. They are thinking 
about the next election. They are 
thinking only about their own election. 
They are thinking about how to under-
mine our President. Yet he is our 
President. He is America’s President. 
He is not the Democrats’ President or 
the Republicans’ President. He is our 

President, and he only gets to sign or 
veto bills that we send to him. 

It is our responsibility in this Cham-
ber to work together in a respectful, 
responsible fashion to do the basic 
work that is at the foundation of our 
ongoing expenditures—to get the budg-
et in place and to get the spending bills 
in place. 

The story of this year is really one 
that belongs in a fiction novel, because 
here we go: The U.S. Senate passed a 
budget, the U.S. House passed a budget. 
Immediately, the next day, the con-
ference committee should begin. But, 
no, it didn’t happen because Senators 
in this Chamber decided to filibuster 
that conference committee and stop 
any conversation from occurring be-
tween the House and Senate about get-
ting a common budget. 

This is really akin to burning down 
the house—blocking the House and the 
Senate. And by ‘‘the house’’ I mean a 
house that encompasses this whole leg-
islative process. It is like lighting a 
bomb and letting it blow up. Don’t let 
the budget process proceed; don’t let 
there be a conference committee. 
‘‘Completely irresponsible’’ should be 
the sign worn on every legislator who 
has blocked there being a conference 
committee on the budget. Without a 
budget we can’t get common appropria-
tions bills because they are based on 
different numbers. 

Let us look at this appropriations 
process. There are essentially twelve 
spending bills, called appropriations 
bills. If we look at the period from 1988 
through 2001—that 13-year period—we 
passed the vast bulk of appropriations 
bills every year through this Chamber 
before the next fiscal year started—the 
vast bulk of them. Some years we got 
every one done and some years most of 
them done, but the process worked. 

Now let’s come to the modern era: 
2008, zero appropriations bills passed 
through here; 2009, we actually got half 
of them done, six; 2010, zero; 2011, one; 
2012, zero; this year, 2013, zero. Any 
schoolchild in America grading the 
Senate on their success in getting the 
spending bills in place would give us an 
‘‘F’’ for ‘‘failure’’ because we can’t 
come together as responsible parties 
and have a debate on this floor, adopt 
amendments, and have an up-or-down 
vote. 

This does enormous damage in mul-
tiple ways. The first source of damage 
is that we end up with late-night emer-
gency continuing resolutions. And 
when you have a continuing resolution, 
it means you keep doing what you did 
before whether they made sense or not. 
So for every person who believes we 
should spend a dollar wisely—and I cer-
tainly do—we should take advantage of 
a year’s worth of conversations and 
testimony about what is not working 
and we should end those programs, not 
keep continuing them. And when those 
hearings show that more money is 
needed in certain areas to make Amer-
ica work better, then we need to spend 
more in those areas, not continue 
spending less. 

So this effort to blockade the budget 
process is a determination to continue 
government waste and inefficiency. I 
propose that Senators who are block-
ing the Budget Committee from even 
getting the numbers and blocking the 
spending bills should come to this floor 
and say: Yes, I am for government 
waste. Because that is what they are 
doing. They are wasting the taxpayers’ 
dollars. They are investing in ineffi-
ciency. 

Meanwhile, businesses across Amer-
ica are looking at these sets of crises— 
April 2011, July 2011, December 2012, 
March 2013, September 2013—and say-
ing: We are not reinvesting in America 
until this Chamber and the other 
Chamber on Capitol Hill get their act 
together—so that we are not legis-
lating from crisis to crisis, doing great 
damage to the economy. They know 
they can’t sell their wares unless there 
is a middle class ready to buy them, 
and there can’t be a middle class unless 
there are jobs, and there can’t be jobs 
lurching from crisis to crisis. 

The end is not in sight. We have col-
leagues in this Chamber right now 
planning to have another crisis over 
the next debt ceiling, the responsibility 
to pay the bills we have already in-
curred. We have Members who are not 
remembering that President Reagan 
said: Do not mess with the good faith 
and credit of the United States of 
America. They want to mess with the 
good faith and credit of the United 
States of America, which increases in-
terest rates, which puts an essential 
tax on all Americans. So the fact that 
we don’t have momentum of the 
amount we want in the economy is the 
result of this deliberative determina-
tion to force us to lurch from crisis to 
crisis. 

Our middle-class families are worried 
about a lot. They are deeply concerned 
about the cost of college. They are 
deeply concerned about living-wage 
jobs. They are deeply concerned about 
funding for K–12. They are concerned 
about things that affect the real qual-
ity of life and the success of our fami-
lies in every way. And they wonder 
why it is that we are lurching from 
manufactured crisis to manufactured 
crisis rather than getting a spending 
plan in place and doing more of the 
things that make sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HEINRICH). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for an ad-
ditional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MERKLEY. I will wrap up. Any-
where you look in America, you see 
problems for public safety, for public 
education, for college education, for 
living-wage jobs. These are the pillars 
of success of the middle class. Let’s 
focus on those problems and do right 
by the American people and quit the ir-
responsibility and self-manufactured 
damage that is happening here on Cap-
itol Hill. 
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Mr. President, I look forward to the 

remarks of my colleague, Senator 
BALDWIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I have 
come to the floor today to speak about 
the divisive and irresponsible path 
down which some Members of Congress 
wish to take our country. 

Last week my former Republican col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives continued to put their own per-
sonal partisan politics ahead of 
progress for the American people. 
Some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle here in the Senate 
have voiced support for a responsible 
approach and rejected this path. For 
that, I applaud their independence. But 
some here in the Senate are committed 
to playing the same political games of-
fered by the House, and here are the 
rules of the games they are playing: 
crisis-to-crisis governing; uncertainty 
for our economy; and for families and 
businesses, economic insecurity. 

Instead of working together across 
the party aisle to create jobs and move 
our economy forward, a minority of ex-
tremists are intent on threatening our 
economic recovery with brinkmanship 
meant to appeal to a narrow political 
interests—namely, their own. Instead 
of working together to pass a respon-
sible budget that invests in the middle 
class, this political game calls for lock-
ing in the sequester cuts and putting 
up a roadblock to economic growth. In-
stead of working together to do what is 
best for middle-class families, moving 
health care reform forward, this polit-
ical game of drama and division insists 
on shutting down the government un-
less health care is repealed for millions 
of Americans. And instead of working 
together to do what is best for busi-
nesses and the economy, they are cre-
ating yet another manufactured crisis 
that threatens the full faith and credit 
of America with a government default, 
knowing full well that would hurt eco-
nomic growth and the families and 
businesses who are working so hard to 
move our recovery forward. Let’s be 
clear about how they would like to see 
their game end. 

According to independent econo-
mists, the damaging cuts from the se-
quester are slowing down the economy 
and killing jobs. Locking in these dev-
astating sequester cuts would gut in-
vestments in economic development, 
innovation, and education. 

The House Republican budget would 
cut the National Institutes of Health 
by $8 billion compared to the Senate 
budget, so it would cost 25,000 jobs, 
compromising the next generation of 
research in our country and holding 
back the development of treatments 
for cancer, diabetes, Alzheimer’s, and 
other chronic diseases. 

Repealing the Affordable Care Act 
would mean children with preexisting 
conditions can be denied health care by 
insurance companies. Repealing Amer-
ica’s new health law would mean many 

young people would not have health in-
surance coverage because they could no 
longer stay on their parents’ health in-
surance until they are 26 years old. Re-
pealing ObamaCare would mean women 
will no longer have free preventive 
health care and we will go back to the 
day when women could be charged 
more than men for their health cov-
erage. 

They will shut down the government 
unless we agree to increase the out-of- 
pocket costs for seniors on their pre-
scription drugs and deny them wellness 
programs. 

They are threatening a government 
default which would weaken our econ-
omy when we should be doing every-
thing we can to strengthen it. They 
don’t seem to care that even the hint 
of defaulting on our obligations by a 
minority of Republicans in Congress 
had severe consequences for our econ-
omy when it last happened in the sum-
mer of 2011. The stock market plum-
meted, and the U.S. credit rating was 
downgraded for the first time in our 
Nation’s history. Businesses froze hir-
ing in August of 2011, and that was one 
of the lowest months of job growth 
over the last 2 years. Consumer con-
fidence dropped, and widespread uncer-
tainty was created for middle-class 
families. 

What we don’t need right now is 
more political games. The last thing 
we need right now is to create another 
self-inflicted economic wound in Wash-
ington that will hurt middle-class fam-
ilies, small businesses, and those who 
are working so hard to get ahead. We 
need to create jobs. We need to invest 
in the middle class and build an econ-
omy that produces shared prosperity. 

Instead of protecting tax breaks for 
the wealthiest Americans and tax loop-
holes for big corporations, it is time for 
Republicans to join our efforts and ask 
those at the top to pay their fair share. 
It is time for Republicans to join our 
efforts to continue making smart 
spending cuts that reduce the deficit 
without shortchanging our future. It is 
time for Republicans to join with us in 
passing a responsible budget that 
strengthens the middle class while also 
giving American businesses the cer-
tainty they need to grow our economy. 
It is time to break this destructive pat-
tern of bringing the country to the 
brink and instead return to making 
Washington work for the American 
people. 

Chairwoman MIKULSKI has called for 
a return to regular order so that Con-
gress can pass individual appropria-
tions bills every year, and she is 100 
percent correct. I support her efforts 
because regular order allows us to 
prioritize key investments that sup-
port the middle class and avoid these 
annual shutdown showdowns. 

As I have traveled the State, Wiscon-
sinites have told me that the powerful 
and well-connected seem to get to 
write their own rules in Washington 
while the concerns and struggles of 
middle-class families go unnoticed 

here. They feel that our economic sys-
tem is tilted toward those at the very 
top, that our political system exists to 
protect those unfair advantages in-
stead of to make sure everybody gets a 
fair shot. 

Last week an economic report was 
released showing that income equality 
has been worsening and expanding, 
with almost all—in fact, 95 percent—of 
the income gains since our economic 
collapse 5 years ago going to the top 1 
percent of income earners. The Amer-
ican people would be right to expect 
that both parties work together to 
offer solutions that address the chal-
lenge of closing this gap, but it has 
been ignored by those playing the game 
of threats and ‘‘divided we stand’’ poli-
tics. They are wrong to ignore the gap 
between the economic security Ameri-
cans work so hard to achieve and the 
economic uncertainty they are asked 
to settle for. They are wrong because if 
we can’t close that gap, we might 
someday talk about the middle class as 
something we used to have as opposed 
to something to which every genera-
tion can aspire. 

Unfortunately, the ‘‘divided we 
stand’’ crowd in Congress refuses to be 
governing partners committed to meet-
ing this challenge and advancing our 
common good. Worse yet, the threats 
of a government shutdown and a gov-
ernment default are immensely dis-
respectful to the hard work of people 
who get up every day and through their 
sheer grit and determination have 
helped to move our country forward. 

The American people deserve better. 
They deserve to have their hard work 
respected. Our economy demands bet-
ter. It demands that hard work is re-
warded. 

Senate Democrats have a plan to 
keep the government running while en-
suring that millions of Americans do 
not lose access to affordable health 
care. Republicans should join us so 
that we end this shutdown crisis and 
the irresponsible political game of divi-
sion. 

It is my hope that those who choose 
divisive politics over progress for 
America’s economy reconsider and 
begin to join us on this bill and work 
with us to once and for all end the drift 
from one crisis to the next. This is not 
a political game, and those who con-
tinue to play these games need to stop 
and get to work, get to work with us to 
move our economy forward. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, as 

the Senator from Wisconsin has so elo-
quently said, we are indeed nearing the 
brink of the self-imposed catastrophes 
of government shutdown or govern-
ment default or both. Unless Speaker 
BOEHNER can find a way to restrain his 
rightwing tea party extremists, find a 
way to work sensibly with Democrats 
and steer us back from the brink, then 
an unnecessary and self-imposed ca-
lamity awaits. I should probably be 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:33 Sep 26, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26SE6.024 S26SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6922 September 26, 2013 
more specific. It is not just self-im-
posed, it is tea party imposed. 

While we try to find our way around 
this unnecessary tea-party-imposed 
disaster, a real disaster is looming. It 
is a real disaster, it is really looming, 
and we could address it. Instead, we are 
having to fend off totally unnecessary 
disasters cooked up by rightwing tea 
party extremists. It is infuriating. 
When the real disaster has fully hit us, 
folks will look back at this era and 
they will wonder: What was wrong with 
them? Who were those people? The 
warnings were everywhere and they did 
nothing? Instead, they wasted time 
threatening each other with cooked-up 
calamities, rather than deal with the 
real disasters? That is disgraceful. 

They will be right. Of course the real 
and looming disaster is what unprece-
dented levels of carbon pollution and 
unprecedented levels of atmospheric 
carbon are doing to our weather and 
our oceans. That is for real. That is 
Mother Nature. That is not just polit-
ical gamesmanship and hostage taking. 
That is what brings me here now for 
the 44th time to say it is time for us to 
wake up to the threat of climate 
change. 

While Congress keeps sleepwalking 
on this issue, I am proud to say Presi-
dent Obama has awoken. Last week his 
administration announced important 
new carbon pollution standards for fu-
ture powerplants. These standards will 
reduce the carbon pollution that has 
been wreaking havoc on our oceans, 
our atmosphere, and our health. 

Those of us who believe in science 
and who are awake to the changes al-
ready happening all around us should 
rally behind the President and EPA 
Administrator Gina McCarthy to sup-
port these proposed standards. Just 
look at the evidence of what carbon 
pollution is doing to our planet. 

According to news articles, the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate 
Change, or IPCC, will soon announce it 
is now more certain than ever that 
human activity is the main cause of 
the recent climate changes we have 
seen. This may surprise some of my Re-
publican colleagues who tried pointing 
to a recent slowdown in surface tem-
perature as evidence that climate 
change has stopped. According to the 
IPCC, this phase is, unfortunately, 
only temporary, as other slowdowns 
have been in the past. 

If you look at the history of global 
warming and of temperature, you can 
see that across time you can add steps 
in because of the variability that is in-
herent in our climate. But nobody 
could look at that and not see the con-
stant rising thread that runs through 
it. No regression analysis, to use the 
technical term, would not show that 
global warming is real. The fact that 
we are at a step is—well, here is what 
Richard Muller, noted physics pro-
fessor at UC-Berkeley, had to say in an 
article that came out today. He quoted 
himself from 2004 when he wrote: 

If we believed that natural fluctuations in 
climate are small—then we might conclude 

(mistakenly) that the cooling could not be 
just a random fluctuation on top of a long- 
term warming trend. . . . And that might 
lead in turn to the mistaken conclusion that 
global warming predictions are a lot of 
hooey. 

If, on the other hand, we . . . recognize 
that the natural fluctuations can be large, 
then we will not be misled by a few years of 
random cooling. 

Which has happened over and over 
through the progression of climate 
change. 

He followed on today: 
The frequent rises and falls, virtually a 

stairstep pattern, are part of the historic 
record, and there is no expectation that they 
will stop, whatever their cause. 

The land temperature record is full of 
fits and starts that make the upward 
trend vanish for short periods. Regard-
less of whether we understand them, 
there is no reason to expect them to 
stop. The current cause is consistent 
with numerous prior causes. When 
walking upstairs in a tall building, it is 
a mistake interpreting a landing as the 
end of the climb. 

Whatever the cause of these recur-
ring steps, even contrarian scientists 
understand the principle that is oper-
ating here: More carbon dioxide leads 
to more warming. It is as simple as 
that. It is a 150-year-old established 
basic principle of physics. 

The oceans, which I talk about a lot 
in these speeches, have a lot to do with 
it. The deep oceans absorb excess heat, 
saving us from a lot more heat here on 
the surface. Researchers say the oceans 
have absorbed more than 90 percent of 
the excess heat over the last 50 years. 

If the ocean has absorbed this much 
of the heat, think what a small fluc-
tuation in what the ocean is doing will 
do to our atmospheric temperature: 
93.4 percent, only 2.3 percent. You do 
not have to wiggle this much in order 
to create the kind of steps and changes 
and oscillations that we have seen in 
the stairstep of climate change. Oceans 
don’t just absorb the heat, they also 
absorb about 30 percent of our carbon 
emissions chemically, emissions that 
would otherwise be in our atmosphere, 
causing more warming. Absorbing 
those emissions has already made the 
oceans more acidic, with dangerous 
consequences for marine life as this 
continues. But it has spared us even 
more extreme climate effects here on 
land. 

Environment America recently re-
leased a report earlier this month high-
lighting the power sector’s pollution, 
which creates an enormous amount of 
this. In 2011, 5.2 billion tons of carbon 
dioxide were emitted in the United 
States. The blue circle is the whole 
country. 

Just over 40 percent of that total, 2.2 
billion tons, came from the power sec-
tor. That is the green sector. 

The inner circle, the red one, is the 
emissions just from the 50 dirtiest pow-
erplants in America. One out of every 8 
tons of America’s carbon dioxide emis-
sions, the ones that are causing these 
changes in the oceans—the ones that 

are causing these changes in the at-
mosphere—come from these filthy 50 
powerplants, such as Luminant Gen-
eration Company’s Martin Lake Plant 
in Texas, emitting the equivalent of 3.9 
million car emissions, or Alabama 
Power Company’s H. Miller, Jr. Plant, 
emitting the equivalent of 4.3 million 
car emissions, or the champion, Geor-
gia Power’s Scherer Plant, the largest 
emitter of carbon pollution in Amer-
ica, which emits as much pollution as 
4.4 million cars. 

If these 50 plants were an inde-
pendent country, that country would 
alone be the seventh largest emitter of 
carbon dioxide in the world, just be-
hind Germany, just ahead of South 
Korea. 

From my State’s perspective, these 
out-of-State powerplants are a hazard. 
It is out-of-State powerplants that 
emit the chemicals that turn into 
ground level ozone in downwind Rhode 
Island. Rhode Islanders pay the price, 
particularly on bad air days, and we 
have had six of them so far in 2013. 
About 12 percent of Rhode Island’s chil-
dren and 11 percent of our adults suffer 
from asthma, and ground level ozone 
puts them at greater risk. 

We have a lot of good Rhode Island 
reasons to clean up the power sector. 
That is why I support the administra-
tion’s proposed standards for new pow-
erplants. The standards will limit the 
effects of climate change on future 
generations by telling polluting indus-
tries it is time to clean up your act, it 
is time to stop dumping toxic carbon 
pollution, it is time to get responsible 
about what you are doing to our envi-
ronment and our health, to our chil-
dren, our oceans, and our atmosphere. 

We can still avoid the worst out-
comes of climate change. Some 
changes cannot be avoided; some are 
already happening. But if we act now, 
we can avoid the worst predictions for 
heat waves, sea level rise, ocean acidi-
fication, storms, and other disruptions. 
That is why we in Congress should sup-
port the President’s goal to reduce 
emissions to 17 percent below our 2005 
output at the end of this decade and to 
get emissions to 80 percent of 1990 lev-
els by 2050. 

The standard for good powerplants is 
a good first step, but we also need to 
clean up existing powerplants, particu-
larly these 50, which I will remind ev-
erybody emit more carbon dioxide than 
South Korea. We should get serious 
here in Congress and fix the market 
failure in our power sector that ignores 
the true costs of burning these fossil 
fuels. We should pass carbon-fee legis-
lation. 

What do we see instead, here in Con-
gress? Here is an example. Last week a 
House subcommittee hearing on the 
President’s climate action plan 
brought out these wildly misleading 
statements, such as: ‘‘We can say over 
40 years we’ve got almost no increase 
in temperature’’ went one. 

‘‘The arctic ice has actually in-
creased by 60 percent’’ went another. 
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In reality, surface temperatures are 

up about 1 full degree Fahrenheit over 
the last 40 years. That increase in Arc-
tic sea ice is only relative to last year’s 
all-time record low. The National Snow 
and Ice Data Center reported that this 
year’s summer minimum is the sixth 
lowest in the 34 years records have 
been kept, and it is right in line with 
the long-term rapidly declining ice 
cover trend. 

The Republicans did a lot of com-
plaining at the hearing about the 
President’s climate action plan. To my 
Republican colleagues who don’t like 
the President’s plan, I say come to the 
table. Let’s negotiate climate legisla-
tion in Congress. Republicans in Con-
gress should support a carbon fee, as 
many Republicans outside of Congress 
do. If you do not like polluting inter-
ests having to bear 100 percent of the 
costs of complying with the carbon pol-
lution standards, let’s look at a carbon 
fee. A carbon fee, by contrast, would 
give those same companies an oppor-
tunity to work with Congress to share 
in some of the revenue generated by 
the fee. Or the revenue could be re-
turned to the American people as a tax 
cut, if Republicans prefer; even as a 
corporate tax cut, if Republicans pre-
fer. Or we could use that revenue to 
forgive all Federal student debt in this 
country—forgive all Federal student 
debt in this country. What a shot in 
the arm that would be to our economy. 
Or we could give struggling seniors a 
$1,600 Social Security raise. 

There are a lot of wonderful things 
that could be done, but my colleagues 
must first come to the table. What 
they cannot do is deny. To deny is to 
lie. The time for that has passed. It is 
time to wake up. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this hour of 
time for the Republicans be divided as 
follows: I ask for 12 minutes for myself 
and then Senator HATCH for 15 minutes, 
Senator PORTMAN for 10 minutes, Sen-
ator COATS for 10 minutes, and Senator 
TOOMEY for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise 
again in strong support of my no Wash-
ington exemption from ObamaCare 
amendment. I have refiled it on the CR, 
which is before us, the spending bill, 
and it is a germane amendment as I 
filed it to the CR. It is amendment No. 
1983. 

We are on a timetable—a collision 
course—where unless we act, a horrible 
policy and illegal Obama administra-
tion rule will go into effect, and so it is 
important that we vote, we act, and we 
do that now. That is why as soon as we 
came back from the August recess, I 
brought this to the attention of the 
Senate and the Congress and the coun-
try and I demanded a vote. It wasn’t 

my choice to be on that tight time-
table. It certainly wasn’t my choice on 
the administration issue, a draft illegal 
rule, but that is where we are, and so 
we must vote and act before October 1. 

After being blocked out of a vote on 
the previous matter on the floor, the 
energy efficiency bill, and after being 
blocked out for 2 weeks by the distin-
guished majority leader and others, I 
bring it again in the context of this 
spending bill as a germane amendment 
numbered 1983 to this spending bill. 

The principle is clear, and to me it is 
the first principle of a democracy—in 
our case, the United States of America. 
What is good for America should be 
good for Washington, and what is ap-
plied to America should absolutely be 
applied in the same way to Washington 
across the board and certainly includ-
ing ObamaCare. 

We had a debate about that several 
years ago during the ObamaCare de-
bate. Actually, that concept won out, 
and we were able to add a Grassley 
amendment to the bill, which was 
passed into final law. I was a strong 
supporter of that language. I was some-
what amazed that we got it included, 
but it did go through the democratic 
process, and it is now part of the law, 
part of the statute. 

That law says clearly and unequivo-
cally that every Member of Congress 
and all official congressional staff have 
to go to the exchange for their health 
care. They have to go to the same fall-
back plan as is there for the American 
people under ObamaCare. I advocated 
for that strongly since the very begin-
ning of the ObamaCare debate. What-
ever the fallback plan for America is, 
that should be the plan for Wash-
ington. There should be no other 
choices, no special privileges or exemp-
tions or subsidies for Washington. 

That was part of the statute that 
passed into law, but I guess it was a 
classic case of what NANCY PELOSI 
said—we need to pass the law in order 
to figure out what is in it—because 
after it passed, a lot of folks on Capitol 
Hill read that provision and said: Oh, 
you know what, we can’t live with this. 
We can’t let this stand. We need to ‘‘fix 
this.’’ 

So there was furious scheming and 
furious lobbying to fix that simple con-
cept that what applies to America 
should apply to Washington. Where 
that ended up after months of schem-
ing and lobbying was the President of 
the United States, President Obama, 
became personally involved. This was 
confirmed in numerous news reports. 
He had his administration issue a spe-
cial rule to save Congress from this 
horrible fate that is being visited on at 
least 8 million Americans. 

As Congress was leaving for the Au-
gust recess—conveniently getting out 
of town and away from the scene of the 
crime—the Obama administration 
issued this draft rule. In my opinion, it 
is clearly and unequivocally illegal be-
cause it is in conflict with the lan-
guage of the statute. 

The rule does two things: 
First of all, even though the statute 

clearly says that every Member of Con-
gress and all official congressional 
staff go to the exchange, the draft rule 
says: We don’t know what official staff 
is, so we are going to leave that up to 
every individual Member of Congress 
to decide who on his or her staff is offi-
cial staff for purposes of this provision 
and we are never going to second guess 
them. So in theory, a Member of Con-
gress can say: My committee staff is 
part of the official staff; my leadership 
staff is part of the official staff. In fact, 
in theory, under this proposed rule a 
Member of Congress can say: Nobody 
on my staff is ‘‘official staff’’ for pur-
poses of this provision. OPM has made 
it clear that they are not going to sec-
ond guess that. That is ridiculous on 
its face. 

Second, the rule says that for Mem-
bers and any staff who do get to go to 
the exchange, they get to take a big 
taxpayer-funded subsidy with them—a 
subsidy that is completely unavailable 
to any other American at that income 
level going to the exchange. That is 
not in the statute at all. That is con-
trary to the statute, the letter and 
spirit of the law. That is completely 
contrary to it. Again, that is what pro-
voked me to act with many other Mem-
bers. 

I wish to recognize and thank all of 
the cosponsors of this important legis-
lation on the Senate side and also Con-
gressmen DESANTIS of Florida and all 
House cosponsors of identical legisla-
tion on the House side. 

Our fix is simple, basic, and impor-
tant. It is, first of all, let’s live by the 
law with regard to Congress. So every 
Member of Congress and all congres-
sional official staff have to go to the 
exchange as mandated by law with no 
special deal, exemption, or subsidy. 
They can only have what is available 
to other Americans going to the ex-
change. The whole purpose of that lan-
guage was for Congress to feel the dis-
location, inconvenience, and experi-
ence of millions of other Americans 
going to the exchange—8 million or 
more Americans going there against 
their will. They had health care. They 
had employer-provided health care. 
They heard the President say: If you 
have coverage you like, you can keep 
it, and they found out that was a big 
lie. So now they are losing that and 
going to the exchange. The whole pur-
pose of the language was that Congress 
walk in their shoes. 

This amendment goes further and ap-
plies the same principle of fairness to 
the administration. It says the Presi-
dent, the Vice President, and all of 
their political appointees will do the 
same thing—go to the exchange for 
their health care, just like every other 
American does, with no special deals, 
exemptions, subsidies, and no special 
rules. 

Again, this is very time-sensitive be-
cause this rule is set to be made final 
October 1. That is not my choice. I 
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think the rule is flatout illegal. That is 
a decision and action by the adminis-
tration, but it does demand that we 
vote and act now. That is why as soon 
as we came back from the August re-
cess and went back into session, I filed 
the fix and demanded a proper up-or- 
down vote. Unfortunately, that was 
blocked out for 2 weeks by the distin-
guished majority leader. That is why I 
am on the floor again in the context of 
this spending bill. It is very appro-
priate to have the debate on this spend-
ing bill. We are talking about spending. 
I filed it as a germane amendment to 
this spending bill, and we need a full 
debate and vote on this matter before 
October 1. 

Interestingly, in the previous bill, 
after blocking me out of any vote, the 
distinguished majority leader said he 
had no problem with this clean up-or- 
down vote. I guess he said that in the-
ory because it never happened in prac-
tice. 

This is a perfect and appropriate 
time to have that up-or-down vote. It 
won’t delay anything. It is perfectly 
appropriate to have it on the spending 
bill. This is a germane amendment. 

I urge us to vote and act and not 
block out this debate and not block out 
this vote. My request is as simple and 
basic and straightforward as that. I 
think it is consistent with the distin-
guished majority leader’s promise that 
we would have a vote. He said that. 
Again, that must have been in theory 
because he blocked it in practice. 

Mr. President, in that spirit, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside and that it be 
in order to call up my amendment No. 
1983. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. TESTER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, reclaim-

ing my time, I think that is very unfor-
tunate. It is very inconsistent with 
what the distinguished majority leader 
said. We need a debate and a vote on 
this matter. It should happen before 
October 1—and it will happen, I guar-
antee that. I don’t know when. I don’t 
know if it will be before October 1, but 
it will happen. We will have this debate 
and vote. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is no 

secret that the so-called Affordable 
Care Act is a train wreck waiting to 
happen. Some of it has already hap-
pened. We know that. The American 
people know that. My constituents all 
over Utah know that. But sadly the 
President of the United States doesn’t 
seem to know it. In fact, the President 
is out today trying to convince the 
American people that his signature do-
mestic achievement is a winner. Few 
people believe him, however, and no 
amount of spin on his part will change 
that. 

Frankly, Republicans have been say-
ing ObamaCare would be a disaster 
since well before it was enacted. In-
deed, if we look back at the original 
debates on ObamaCare, we will find 
that we predicted virtually all of the 
problems we are seeing now as the ad-
ministration attempts to implement 
this poorly crafted law. 

Let’s look at some of the predictions 
we made. We predicted, for example, 
that in order to avoid the employer 
mandate, businesses would cease hiring 
new workers and they would move ex-
isting employees to part time. 
ObamaCare requires employers with 50 
or more full-time employees to offer 
their workers health coverage of a min-
imum value or pay a penalty. As we 
predicted, a number of small busi-
nesses, which are the main job creators 
in this country, are simply opting to 
unilaterally limit their full-time em-
ployees in order to avoid the mandate. 
Just think about that. We have the 
lowest labor participation rate since 
the Carter administration, but instead 
of working to create the jobs American 
families and workers need, more and 
more businesses have stopped hiring to 
avoid the costs that come with 
ObamaCare. 

The law defines full-time employees 
as those working more than 30 hours a 
week. As a result of this bizarre defini-
tion, many employers have opted to 
simply cap workers’ hours. That is hap-
pening everywhere. It is happening in 
the private sector and among public 
schools and municipalities. In fact, it 
is happening so often that even the 
leaders of big labor, who are among the 
biggest supporters of ObamaCare, have 
publicly argued that the law is destroy-
ing the 40-hour workweek. That is just 
one Republican prediction about 
ObamaCare that came true. 

We also predicted that ObamaCare 
would cause people who currently have 
health insurance to lose it. We all re-
member the President’s infamous 
promise that ‘‘if you like your plan, 
you can keep it.’’ Sadly, our post- 
ObamaCare experience hasn’t borne 
that out. At the time, Republicans said 
there was no way he could fulfill that 
promise, and we were right. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office, 
millions of Americans are likely to 
lose their current employer-provided 
health insurance under the President’s 
health law. 

We also predicted that the cost of 
health insurance premiums would sky-
rocket as insurance companies struggle 
to comply with all of the new mandates 
under the law. This is also happening. 
Numerous studies have shown that the 
cost of premiums have continued to go 
up since ObamaCare was passed and are 
predicted to go up even further next 
year as the law is more fully imple-
mented. 

The question is: How high are the 
costs going to go? 

Yesterday, the administration re-
leased a report claiming that 
ObamaCare is bringing down the cost 

of health insurance premiums. Specifi-
cally, the report claims that premiums 
‘‘will be 16 percent lower than pro-
jected.’’ Lower than projected is not 
the same as lower than they are now. 

If we compare the cost of ObamaCare 
health plans with the cost of plans 
available on the market today, it is in-
disputable that costs are going up 
under the law. The administration is 
free to cherry-pick data in order to 
make the best case possible. Indeed, 
that is what they have done with this 
most recent report. However, even 
when they cite the most favorable data 
available, we see that ObamaCare is 
making health insurance premiums 
more expensive in this country. 

When we look at the more complete 
picture of the data, we find it is even 
worse. As the Manhattan Institute for 
Policy Research recently found, indi-
vidual market premiums will increase 
99 percent for men and 62 percent for 
women nationwide under ObamaCare. 
This, once again, was not unforeseen. 
While the President was claiming his 
health care plan would reduce pre-
miums by an average of $2,500 a year, 
Republicans predicted costs would ac-
tually go up under the law. As it turns 
out, we were right on that one too. 

Republicans also predicted that 
health care spending would increase as 
a result of ObamaCare. The President, 
if my colleagues recall, promised the 
law would lower the costs of health 
care. However, health care spending is 
projected to increase dramatically as a 
result of ObamaCare. 

Republicans also predicted that 
ObamaCare would increase the deficit. 
Wouldn’t you know it, a former Direc-
tor of CBO has projected that the 
health care law will add $500 billion to 
the deficit in the first 10 years and 
more than $1.5 trillion in the second 
decade. 

We predicted middle-class families 
would see their taxes go up as a result 
of ObamaCare. When we look at the 
law, we see it includes no fewer than 11 
taxes and penalties that directly im-
pact the middle class, including taxes 
on medical devices, prescription drugs, 
and flexible spending accounts. 

In addition, Republicans predicted 
health insurance exchanges, where peo-
ple go to sign up for ObamaCare’s man-
dated insurance, and the system of 
verifying and approving premium and 
cost-sharing subsidies for people in 
those exchanges would be a nightmare 
to manage. This has been confirmed 
time and time again as the administra-
tion has continually missed deadlines 
and offered only scant details as to how 
these exchanges are going to work, 
even as they are set to go live on Octo-
ber 1. 

Studies from the Government Ac-
countability Office have confirmed 
that the exchanges are not likely to be 
ready in time. In fact, just yesterday, 
the District of Columbia announced it 
will be delaying the implementation of 
its exchange because of ‘‘high error 
rates.’’ Two other States, Idaho and 
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Minnesota, also might delay their ex-
changes. 

During the debate over ObamaCare, 
Republicans predicted that despite all 
the claims that ‘‘health care reform is 
entitlement reform,’’ the law would 
not shore up our unsustainable entitle-
ment programs. We are set to spend 
more than $10 trillion on Medicare and 
Medicaid over the next 10 years. The 
CBO has called our health care entitle-
ments our ‘‘fundamental fiscal chal-
lenge.’’ According to the CBO—the 
Congressional Budget Office—the 
President’s health care law hasn’t done 
anything—has not done anything—to 
diminish the problems facing these 
massive programs. 

As I said, none of the problems we 
are seeing today were unforeseen. Re-
publicans predicted all of these dif-
ficulties years ago. We weren’t psychic; 
we just know how markets work and, 
more important, we have learned from 
experience just how inept government 
can be when it ventures into uncharted 
territory. 

The Democrats who drafted this 
monstrosity and forced it through Con-
gress either didn’t understand the in-
herent problems with the legislation or 
they just plain didn’t care. I suspect it 
was a little of both. At the time, they 
were more concerned with just getting 
something passed so the President 
could claim victory on one of his cen-
tral campaign promises than they were 
with passing something that would ac-
tually work. Now we are all seeing the 
results and only part of the results. I 
am only mentioning a few things 
today. 

Nearly every week we learn of an-
other problem the administration is 
having with implementing ObamaCare. 
As I said, we constantly hear an-
nouncements that certain elements of 
the law are going to be delayed. We 
have heard this about the employer 
mandate, the small business health in-
surance market, and employee auto-
matic enrollment in the exchanges. 

We got the latest announcement just 
today. Today we found out the Obama 
administration is postponing online en-
rollment in some of the small business 
exchanges that were scheduled to open 
this coming Tuesday. The administra-
tion makes these announcements al-
most nonchalantly, never acknowl-
edging they are indications of larger 
problems with the law. Instead, they 
simply press forward, ignoring the 
warning signs and pushing our Nation’s 
health care system even further toward 
the cliff. 

It is clear what needs to be done. It is 
not complicated or convoluted. On the 
contrary, it is quite simple. This law 
needs to be eliminated and Congress 
should do whatever is in its power to 
get that done. This has been my posi-
tion since the day the law was passed, 
and it continues to be my position 
today. I have supported repealing 
ObamaCare, I have supported delaying 
it, and I support defunding it. 

I have introduced multiple pieces of 
legislation that would repeal the most 

egregious parts of ObamaCare, includ-
ing the individual mandate, the em-
ployer mandate, the medical device 
tax, and the health insurance tax. With 
days to go before the exchanges go live 
on October 1, I have legislation backed 
by 31 of my colleagues delaying them 
until the GAO can certify that private 
and personal information of consumers 
and patients will be secure. I have 
come to the floor on numerous occa-
sions to call for either repeal or a per-
manent delay to the implementation to 
the law. Regardless of how the debate 
over the continuing resolution plays 
out, I will continue to do so. 

This law costs more and will do far 
less than was promised when the bill 
was first drafted, debated, and passed. 
The Democrats who wrote this law and 
forced it through Congress may have 
thought the American people were 
naive enough to believe all the prom-
ises that came with ObamaCare, but 
from the beginning polls have shown 
the majority of Americans do not sup-
port it and with good cause. That is 
why I publicly applauded the House of 
Representatives for passing its con-
tinuing resolution that defunds 
ObamaCare. 

Getting rid of ObamaCare is just the 
first step. Once we do that, we need to 
work together on a bipartisan basis to 
find a way to reduce health care costs 
for the American people while also 
making sure we cover the American 
people. We have seen what happens 
when one party tries to fix health care 
on its own. What we got was a disaster 
of a law that has actually increased 
health care costs, all while imposing 
new taxes and mandates on the Amer-
ican people and creating chaos of the 
entire American health care system. 

The American people deserve better, 
and the legislation before us is the first 
step toward giving them that. 

I understand the Democrats are 
going to peel out the one provision the 
Republican side supports. Everyone on 
the Republican side supports the 
defunding of ObamaCare and starting 
over and doing it right in a bipartisan 
way, instead of this partisan way that 
has wound up with the biggest fiasco I 
have seen around here in my 37 years 
in Congress. 

I am concerned. We can do better. 
This has become too much of a par-
tisan exercise and, frankly, I am very 
concerned that our country is going to 
suffer because some of our friends 
think they have to continue to support 
this dog of a bill, even though day after 
day after day we find more and more 
reasons to oppose it. 

We have brought up these things be-
fore, maybe not some of these because 
some of them have just occurred, as a 
matter of fact, just in the last day. 
Think of the fraud. Think of the open 
door for scam artists because they are 
going to go ahead on October 1 with in-
dividuals saying they think it is fine. 
But there has been no independent ver-
ification done by this administration, 
or by anybody, to make sure the pri-

vate information of our individual citi-
zens is protected. It is a disgrace. It is 
a disgrace that we are letting them get 
away with it, and it is a disgrace that 
is going to come back to hammer us as 
Members of Congress who didn’t do our 
job right in the first place and who 
continuously keep supporting a bill 
that is eating us alive. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
HEITKAMP). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, 
over the next couple of days we will 
have a chance to vote on ObamaCare. 
This will be an opportunity for us to 
allow our views to be expressed on both 
sides of the aisle. I am glad we are 
going to have that opportunity. We 
will see what happens. But I think it is 
certainly an opportunity for us to have 
a good debate about why we think it is 
important for us not just to change 
ObamaCare but to actually start over 
and do it right. It is a time for us to 
undo the mistake this Senate made 3 
years ago when that legislation was 
jammed through the process—without 
a single Republican vote, by the way— 
which is something the American peo-
ple are tired of. The partisanship, on 
that particular vote, I think has led to 
a bad result. 

ObamaCare was sold, by the way, to 
the Nation under false pretenses. We 
were promised that ObamaCare would 
bring premiums down. You remember 
those discussions: This is a way to get 
health care costs down and reduce pre-
miums. In fact, what we are learning— 
and there is a new report out this 
week—is that premiums are going up. 

We were promised that Americans 
would be able to keep the insurance 
they have. That was a specific commit-
ment made. Yet millions of Americans 
are losing the insurance they have. It 
is insurance they like, and they cannot 
keep it. 

We were promised that if you like 
your doctor, you can keep your doctor; 
everything will be fine. In fact, many 
Ohioans and many Americans are los-
ing their doctors. 

We were also told that ObamaCare 
would help grow the economy and cre-
ate jobs. Unfortunately, just the oppo-
site is happening. More Americans are 
looking for work because many of the 
jobs that are available now are part 
time, in part because of ObamaCare en-
couraging more part-time work. There 
are companies that are not expanding 
because they do not want to reach that 
magic number of 50 employees. 

As we talk today, we are learning 
that there are even more problems 
with the implementation of 
ObamaCare. One of our Democratic col-
leagues on the floor said he thought 
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this implementation was going to be 
difficult. In fact, one Democrat who 
was prominent in the legislation said it 
is likely to be a train wreck. Well, un-
fortunately, that train wreck is occur-
ring. We see the District of Columbia 
this week making changes. We see 
today apparently the administration 
now saying the small business part of 
the exchanges is not going to go for-
ward as planned. We have already seen 
a 1-year delay in terms of the business 
mandate and on and on. So that train 
wreck is already upon us as we move 
toward October 1. 

Let me give one example of the im-
pact of ObamaCare. In Columbus, OH— 
my home State of Ohio—the Wall 
Street Journal reported that premiums 
could increase by as much as 436 per-
cent. Some of my colleagues will take 
issue with that number. Maybe it is 
not going to be 436 percent, but the 
point is that we know it is going to be 
more expensive, we just do not know 
how much. That is part of the uncer-
tainty the law creates. In other words, 
sometimes uncertainty is the worst 
thing, and that is what we are seeing 
not just in Ohio but around the coun-
try. We do not know what the effect is 
going to be on our families. We do not 
know what the effect is going to be on 
small businesses. We do not know what 
the effect is going to be on our econ-
omy. 

Throughout this debate over the con-
tinuing resolution, my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have talked 
about this uncertainty. They have 
talked about how a showdown going up 
to a potential government shutdown 
creates uncertainty in the economy. I 
agree. I do not think we should shut 
down. In fact, I am offering an amend-
ment to say we should never be shut-
ting down government. It is called the 
no government shutdown amendment. 
It is bipartisan. In the budget debate 
we actually had a few Democrats sup-
port it, I am sure against the urging of 
their leadership, and I appreciate that. 

Uncertainty is a problem, but, boy, 
talk about uncertainty—in the imple-
mentation you have some things de-
layed, others things not delayed, a lot 
of confusion about how the legislation 
is going to work. Every day it seems as 
if we discover a new wrinkle in the law 
that is going to cost more money and 
cause more problems in terms of people 
just understanding what their options 
are. 

The effects of ObamaCare, by the 
way, do not stop at the hospital door, 
and they are not limited to our pocket-
books. If you ask Americans what is 
the most important issue to them, they 
will tell you it is the lack of good 
jobs—jobs and the economy. 
ObamaCare kills jobs. 

Take the Cleveland Clinic. The Cleve-
land Clinic, as some of you know, is the 
largest employer in northeast Ohio. It 
has been talked about on the floor by 
other Members. They have about 40,000 
employees. 

By the way, it is one of the few 
things that both President Obama and 

Governor Romney agreed on in the 
campaign, which was that the Cleve-
land Clinic is providing cutting-edge 
health care that should be a model for 
the rest of the country. They do a ter-
rific job. 

A week ago the Cleveland Clinic an-
nounced it is cutting $330 million from 
its budget. What does that mean? That 
means a bunch of my constituents in 
the Cleveland area are going to lose 
their jobs. Why is the Cleveland Clinic 
having to cut $330 million from their 
budget? According to their own spokes-
person, to prepare for increased costs 
and decreased revenues because of 
ObamaCare. 

So, look, it is something I have heard 
about again and again when I visit 
with small business owners throughout 
Ohio. I hear it from our employers, who 
say they have no choice but to freeze 
growth. I have a friend who runs a 
small company in the Cleveland area. 
He has 47 employees. He has confided in 
me: You know what. I am not going to 
50. Even though I have some additional 
business—he is starting to see a little 
pickup in his particular sector—I am 
not going there. I don’t want to get to 
50 because I simply don’t want the un-
certainty and the cost associated with 
the new mandates and requirements I 
would have to endure because of 
ObamaCare. 

So you have the ‘‘49ers’’—employers 
who are sticking at 49 or fewer because 
they do not want the onerous require-
ments of ObamaCare when they cross 
that threshold of 50 employees. 

Others, of course, are reducing the 
hours of folks who already work for 
them to well under 40 hours because 
they have to get under the 30-hour-a- 
week threshold in ObamaCare. It is so 
very sad. 

You go to somebody and say: You 
know what. You have to come in at 28 
hours now because the health care I am 
going to have to offer under 
ObamaCare is not something I can af-
ford. It does not fit within our bottom 
line. 

And this person says: I have a car 
payment or I have a house payment. 

This is sad, and it is having an effect 
in my State, and I know it from talk-
ing to people, but I also know it just by 
looking at what these requirements are 
doing to small businesses. It is no sur-
prise to me that this ‘‘underemploy-
ment’’ figure we see every month in 
the employment numbers is growing. 
Those are the people who are not work-
ing full time but working part time. 
Unfortunately, if you look over the 
last few months, we have seen a big in-
crease in part-time jobs and not full- 
time jobs. 

In 2010, I do not think many of my 
Democratic friends thought they were 
voting for a bill that would kill jobs. I 
really do not. I do not think they 
would have voted for it. I cannot be-
lieve they thought ObamaCare would 
drive up premium costs and make 
health care harder to get, as it has, but 
that is what is happening. That is why 

I believe it needs to be repealed and re-
placed with more sensible reforms. 

The current health care system—be-
fore ObamaCare—is far from perfect. It 
cries out for reform. But, unfortu-
nately, the prescription of ObamaCare 
is not making things better but worse. 

I know this is hard to believe, but 
sometimes Congress makes mistakes. 
In this case, in my view, Congress 
made a big mistake. But we can fix it, 
and we can replace it with real bipar-
tisan health care reform that does fos-
ter an environment where jobs can be 
created, that does provide for health 
care to be available rather than harder 
and harder to get. We can get there but 
only if we start by—in this vote 
today—saying: Let’s defund it, let’s re-
peal it, and let’s replace it with some-
thing better. 

As we learn more about the effects of 
ObamaCare, we are seeing some cour-
age on the other side of the aisle. I 
know one of my colleagues today on 
the Democratic side said he could look 
to delaying ObamaCare’s individual 
mandate for a year, for instance. That 
only makes sense. We have already told 
the businesses they are going to get a 
1-year delay, but a woman or a guy who 
works at that business is told: You 
have a mandate even though your busi-
ness does not, and you have to pay a 
fine if you do not get health care. So 22 
House Democrats voted in favor of de-
laying the individual mandate as well. 
So I think on both sides of the aisle 
you are beginning to see some interest 
in at least having a delay to be able to 
try to improve this legislation. 

But the Senate has the opportunity 
to speak here this afternoon. We are 
going to vote on this amendment as to 
whether to defund ObamaCare. I have 
heard from my constituents. I am sure 
you have heard from yours. Over-
whelmingly, I say to my colleagues, 
what I am hearing is they do not want 
this law to continue. Do they think the 
health care system is perfect? No. But 
they think what ObamaCare is offering 
makes it worse, not better. 

Republicans cannot do it alone. We 
have 46 votes here. You need 60. But in 
an act of bipartisanship and real polit-
ical courage, maybe we will have a 
good result this afternoon and begin 
this process of moving toward a better 
system. I urge my colleagues to show 
that courage so we can turn to a better 
way to lower health care costs, to in-
crease health care choices, and ulti-
mately to improve the quality of care 
for all the families we represent. 

I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 

wish to take a moment to reflect a lit-
tle bit on this impasse where we find 
ourselves. The Senator from Indiana is 
going to join me in a discussion here, 
and I will have a unanimous consent 
request along the way. 

First of all, as to where we are, as we 
all know, we are at an impasse on how 
to fund the roughly 40 percent of the 
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Federal Government that is funded 
through discretionary spending—the 
spending that Congress controls, the 
spending that is supposed to happen 
through the ordinary appropriations 
process but does not around here. 

As we address this issue, it has be-
come obvious that every single Repub-
lican in the House and the Senate 
wants to defund ObamaCare as a step 
in the direction of completely repeal-
ing this completely unworkable bill. 
But all the Democrats support 
ObamaCare, and they want to imple-
ment it and they want to fund it and 
they want to move forward. 

The impasse arises, obviously, be-
cause the Democrats cannot have their 
way in the House where the Repub-
licans are in control, and we Repub-
licans cannot have our way in the Sen-
ate where the Democrats are in con-
trol. So I have a suggestion. My sug-
gestion is, maybe—maybe—there is a 
third way. Maybe this does not have to 
be completely binary. Maybe this does 
not have to be an all-or-nothing propo-
sition in which one side completely 
wins and the other side completely 
loses. 

Among my Democratic friends—who 
are big fans of ObamaCare—I would 
think there is nobody who actually 
thinks that is a perfect bill. I cannot 
imagine that when the American pub-
lic has made clear, overwhelmingly, 
their opposition to this bill. When you 
cannot pick up a newspaper in America 
today without reading a front-page 
story about the huge problems and 
costs and negative effects ObamaCare 
is creating, I cannot imagine that any-
one thinks this is all perfect. 

So here is my suggestion: Why not 
repeal a few of the more egregious 
flaws that have been acknowledged as 
flaws on both sides of the aisle—those 
things that are not working that are 
most problematic—just a few. Couldn’t 
we do that and at least make some 
progress? 

So the three items I have in mind are 
the subject of my unanimous consent 
request. One would be repeal of the 
medical device tax, which is one of the 
most egregious flaws in this badly 
flawed bill, and I will speak some more 
about this tax in a little while. A sec-
ond would be to delay for 1 year the in-
dividual mandate. I think Senator 
COATS from Indiana is going to speak a 
little bit more about how important it 
would be to delay that individual man-
date. The third would be to protect the 
religious freedom of those who object 
based on deeply held religious views. 
They object to the contraception man-
date that is imposed on them, includ-
ing faith-based institutions. 

So I am going to request that we con-
sider these amendments. That is all— 
just asking for an up-or-down vote on 
these amendments. I think that is a 
pretty reasonable request. Every one of 
these has had bipartisan support. 

By the way, the repeal of the medical 
device tax was supported by 79 Sen-
ators. Two-thirds of the Democratic 

Senators voted in favor of an amend-
ment to repeal the medical device tax, 
and every single Republican. That is 
not even controversial anymore, to re-
peal the medical device tax. 

They all have some level of bipar-
tisan support. Taken together, they are 
about budget neutral. Repeal of the 
Medical device tax would cost the gov-
ernment some revenue, but the delay of 
the individual mandate would save the 
government expenses, so it is about 
revenue neutral. 

This could probably speed up the 
whole process. If we allow these amend-
ments, frankly, they all would prob-
ably pass. If they became part of the 
underlying bill and if Senator REID has 
the votes to pass the amendment he 
wants to pass, what would go back to 
the House would probably pass the 
House and it probably would not have 
to get ping-ponged back here and risk a 
government shutdown. Finally, it 
would break this impasse, and it would 
demonstrate that we are at least able 
to come together on the things where 
there is bipartisan agreement. 

So I think the most reasonable thing 
in the world is to have the vote. That 
is all. I do not know for sure how it 
will turn out. I think it will pass be-
cause these items have demonstrated 
bipartisan support before. But I think 
it is unreasonable not to be able to 
have the vote. 

So, Madam President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the pending amend-
ments be set aside and that it be in 
order to call up the following amend-
ments, which are at the desk: No. 1971, 
to repeal the medical device tax; No. 
1972, to delay the individual mandate; 
and No. 1973, to protect religious free-
dom; I further ask consent that each 
amendment be limited to up to 1 hour 
for debate equally divided in the usual 
form; I further ask consent that fol-
lowing use or yielding back of time on 
each of the amendments, the Senate 
proceed to a vote in relation to each 
amendment with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. TESTER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Madam President, I 

thank my colleague from Pennsylvania 
for his efforts here. We very much 
share the same sentiment and the same 
concerns going forward here. We are 
going to vote sometime today, perhaps 
tomorrow, perhaps on Saturday. We 
have had a week-long effort here under-
taking a very important issue, serious 
to the future of the American people’s 
health and to the American economy. 

I think it is pretty clear that there 
are a couple of hard truths that we 
have to recognize as we come to this 
vote. I am still hopeful that we will be 
able to see at least five of our col-
leagues from across the aisle come and 
join us. 

For months we have heard about the 
impact of the health care act and the 

mess that it has created, the confusion, 
and the egregious taxes that are at-
tached to it. 

My colleague has talked about the 
medical device tax. In Indiana, it is one 
of our key industries which provides 
high wages and skilled positions for 
people. These are products that are ex-
ported around the world which in turn 
helps our balance of trade. These prod-
ucts are saving the lives of millions of 
people. Some of these innovations that 
come out of Warsaw or Bloomington or 
other parts of Indiana, and the compa-
nies that are in this medical device 
business, are truly extraordinary. 

Yet they got socked as a ‘‘pay for’’ 
for ObamaCare by a 2.3 percent tax on 
their gross sales, not on their profits. 
As a company, say they are developing 
a new product and they come to a point 
where they know they are not going to 
make a profit for 2 or 3 years, but they 
know they have something that is real-
ly going to work, really going to pro-
vide life saving or life enhancing bene-
fits. 

Say they lose money, but they are 
selling their product. The sales have 
not yet caught up with all of the re-
search costs. So they report a loss at 
the end of year, or maybe they break 
even. These companies are being taxed 
2.3 percent on the total amount of 
money that they take in, even though 
that money does not reach a profit. 

That is egregious, offensive, unbe-
lievable. I mean, who could think up 
stuff like this, and who could vote for 
stuff like this? A repeal of this tax is 
one of three amendments my colleague 
from Pennsylvania has offered. I regret 
that it has been objected to. We will 
not even have a chance to debate it. We 
will not have a chance to vote on it. We 
will not have a chance to put down our 
yeas or our nays on where we stand. 

The real tragedy of this is that a ma-
jority of Democrats voted to repeal 
this egregious tax in the budget. 

Mr. TOOMEY. The Senator from In-
diana pointed out exactly correctly the 
nature of this tax. It is extremely un-
usual that we choose to punish a com-
pany based on its sales, irrespective of 
whether it is making any money at all. 

Senator COATS observed that this is a 
2.3 percent tax on sales. I want to 
touch on some of the real world con-
sequences that are happening right 
now in Pennsylvania because this tax 
went into effect on January 1. It is 
happening now. Here is what is hap-
pening in Pennsylvania: Fujirebio 
Diagnostics in Mahler, a world leader 
in the production of diagnostics that 
detect cancer, had to put on a hiring 
freeze. They had been hiring. They 
were planning on more hiring. They 
cannot do it now. So there is a hiring 
freeze there. 

Cook Medical in Pittsburgh, PA. 
They manufacture pacemakers. They 
had plans to build five new plants over 
time in the United States. Those plants 
are all on hold. Everything has been 
put on the shelf; no new plants as long 
as they have to contend with this. 
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Boehringer Laboratories in 

Phoenixville, PA. They make surgical 
equipment. No new hires. Hiring freeze 
at a time when our unemployment is so 
unacceptably high, so many people 
looking for work. 

B Braun. They make a wide range of 
medical equipment, located in the Le-
high Valley in Pennsylvania. They 
have a hiring freeze and immediate and 
drastic cuts in research spending. What 
else can they do? Such a huge new 
chunk of their revenue has being 
taken. 

This is an ill-conceived tax. It is 
costing us jobs. It is costing us innova-
tion. It is costing us in the quality of 
health care. Finally, everybody gets 
that, as evidenced by 79 Members of 
this body voting to repeal it. We are 
denied the opportunity to have a bind-
ing vote. 

It is shocking to me. 
Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator 

from Pennsylvania for listing those 
companies. Many of those same compa-
nies have facilities in Indiana. In fact, 
Cook International was founded by Bill 
Cook in Bloomington, IN, initially 
working out of his study in his home. 
Now it is an international company 
providing thousands of jobs across the 
country, in Pennsylvania, in Indiana 
and other places. 

Unfortunately, Bill passed away this 
year. That company is going forward. 
But there were five new facilities hir-
ing that are now put on hold as a result 
of this tax being imposed on their gross 
sales—not on their profits, but on their 
gross sales. 

So you can take in $1 million, but it 
costs you $2 million because you are 
developing a new product. You lose the 
million and the government says: We 
are going to tax you on every penny 
that you took in regardless of whether 
you made a profit or not. It is just un-
thinkable. 

Thankfully, a majority of Democrats 
have joined us in this effort. We got 79 
votes out of 100 to repeal this. Yet we 
are not able to vote on it. Why are we 
not able to vote on it? Because the 
White House does not want to lose that 
money coming in that is so egregiously 
taxed to pay for some of the 
unaffordable care act. 

That is one of many things that we 
would like to debate. We would like to 
vote on that. We think we can vote on 
some of the egregious stuff that is in 
this ObamaCare. The hard truth is this: 
Despite all of our best efforts—I want 
to make this point clear: Every one of 
46 Republicans, our total here in the 
Senate, is fully 100 percent committed 
to the repeal, the defunding of 
ObamaCare. 

Unfortunately, it takes 51 in order to 
achieve our goal, unless we get some 
help from the other side. There is no 
indication of that now. We have gone 
through several machinations this 
week. There will be some votes coming 
up. I want the vote to be clearly a yea 
or a nay. People go home and they say: 
‘‘You know, do not hide behind this 

procedural process of cloture. We do 
not even know what that means.’’ This 
is a procedural move. Over time, politi-
cians have figured out ways to go back 
and say: ‘‘No, I am really not for that.’’ 
Or to say: ‘‘I am not really against 
that. We had a procedural move. I was 
for this or I was against that proce-
dural move because it denied this 
amendment or it did this or did that.’’ 

The real vote is when it comes down 
to it—it is as old as the Bible. Let your 
yea be yea and your nay be nay. Are 
you for ObamaCare or against 
ObamaCare? That is the vote we will 
have when the majority leader comes 
down here and offers a motion to strip 
the defunding of ObamaCare out of this 
bill. 

I do not support a shutdown. I might 
support a shutdown if it would achieve 
the goal of actually defeating 
ObamaCare. But the truth that has not 
been told to a lot of the American peo-
ple, by some outside groups promoting 
this, is the fact that a government 
shutdown won’t stop ObamaCare be-
cause a majority of the funding is man-
datory not discretionary. Our vote on 
this matter will not affect that manda-
tory funding. 

All of the taxes will go forward. 
Much of the implementation of 
ObamaCare will go forward no matter 
how we vote on this. So that fact has 
to be recognized. It also has to be rec-
ognized that it does not appear that we 
have the votes. Certainly we do not 
have the votes to override a veto by 
the President. 

He is not going to say: ‘‘Hand me a 
pen. I am sorry, this is a terrible idea. 
I see what is happening here. Yes, we 
should cancel this program.’’ I have 
not heard the White House giving the 
indication that is what is going to hap-
pen. So those who say the vote is on a 
procedural motion, essentially want to 
shut down the government, No. 1. 

Maybe that would be worth it if it ac-
complished the goal. But to do it by 
not accomplishing the goal takes us 
nowhere. So what we are trying to do is 
basically say: ‘‘Yes, let’s vote to defund 
it. Let’s vote to repeal it.’’ But if that 
does not work, if that does not pass, 
then let’s see if we can at least do 
something. I am not ready to give up. 
I am not ready to say: ‘‘If we do not 
pass this vote on a cloture motion then 
that is it. We will never have a chance 
at this again.’’ 

Are you kidding me? I mean, people 
are just learning about ObamaCare. 
The public sentiment is building. I 
commend Senator CRUZ for standing up 
and highlighting this issue. I could not 
have stood here for 21 hours. I would 
not have made it. More power to him. 
He has brought this issue to us. He has 
focused the attention of Americans on 
this particular issue. 

But given that attention, that cer-
tainly does not mean we are going to 
give up. Senator TOOMEY and I are 
going to go forward. We have some pro-
visions here that we think will make a 
difference. I have offered, and Senator 

TOOMEY has also offered, to delay the 
implementation of this. We delayed it 
for the employers, big business, but 
what about the individuals? What 
about the people in North Dakota, Lou-
isiana, or Alaska, just to name a few? 
I know for sure Indiana and Pennsyl-
vania. 

Why should we impose a mandate on 
individuals when we do not impose it 
on the businesses? The President has 
said: ‘‘We cannot get our act together 
here with the businesses so we will give 
you a 1-year waiver.’’ In fairness, let’s 
give that to the individuals. That is ex-
actly what we are about here. 

At this point, I would ask unanimous 
consent that the pending amendments 
be set aside, and it be in order to call 
up my amendment No. 1979. I further 
ask consent that the debate on the 
amendment be limited to up to 1 hour 
equally divided in the usual form, and 
I further ask consent that following 
the use or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to a vote on that 
amendment with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. COATS. Madam President, I 
want to yield back to my colleague 
here. I regret that we are not able to 
take this up. I regret that we are not 
able to have a debate or a vote on this 
matter. We are going to do all we can 
to continue to address, to work for, and 
to fight for the repeal and the 
defunding, however we accomplish it, 
of the piece of legislation that was 
jammed through the process without 
any bipartisan support, that is now un-
folding before our very eyes. We see 
what a colossal mess it is making. 

We are not giving up on this process. 
In fact, we are going forward. This first 
vote on cloture, that is not the end of 
this. This is the beginning. As this 
unfolds for the American people, I 
think we are going to gain the support 
on a bipartisan basis to get rid of this, 
to start over with more responsible, 
cost-effective, meaningful, worthwhile 
provisions that address our health care 
needs and not take this one-piece-fits- 
all bill and jam it down the throats of 
the American people. 

I yield back. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 

want to commend the Senator from In-
diana. I agree entirely. I think this is 
really an outrageous process. Let’s 
consider where we are and why. We 
have another manufactured fiscal cri-
sis, manufactured because the majority 
party that controls this body refuses to 
bring out appropriations bills. 

We had one appropriation reach the 
floor this entire year. If you do not do 
appropriations bills, you run into this 
cliff at the end of the process. So now 
where are we? We have this giant CR, 
this huge omnibus, whatever you want 
to call it, that is going to be here on 
the floor for a vote. 
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Senator REID has decided he would 

use his power to make sure that he 
gets to have an amendment. Actually, 
he gets to have a couple of amend-
ments and gets to gut the language 
that would defund ObamaCare, which 
will be on a party line vote. 

When I ask for unanimous consent to 
bring up amendments that have broad 
bipartisan support, including one 
which has been supported by two-thirds 
of all of the Democrats and every Re-
publican, I am not allowed to offer that 
amendment. 

We have a completely dysfunctional 
Senate. It is manifesting itself very 
clearly today. Frankly, given where 
this is leading, given the fact that one 
party here is not given an opportunity 
to weigh in and engage in this debate 
and offer amendments, I cannot sup-
port cloture on the underlying bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. For this hour of major-

ity time, I ask unanimous consent that 
the following Senators have 20 minutes 
each: Senator BAUCUS, Senator 
FRANKEN, and Senator LEAHY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. On September 26, 1987, 
26 years ago this very day, President 
Reagan faced a Congress playing poli-
tics with the Nation’s debt ceiling. 

Knowing the catastrophic con-
sequences a default would have on 
America’s economy, President Reagan 
addressed the Nation. Speaking from 
the Oval Office he said: 

Congress consistently brings the govern-
ment to the edge of default before facing its 
responsibility. 

He warned: 
This brinksmanship threatens the holders 

of government bonds and those who rely on 
Social Security and veterans benefits. Inter-
est rates would skyrocket, instability would 
occur in financial markets, and the Federal 
deficit would soar. 

The United States has a special responsi-
bility to itself and the world to meet its obli-
gations. 

That was a pretty stern warning. 
While spoken more than a quarter of a 
century ago, President Reagan’s words, 
sadly, still ring true today. 

I hope my colleagues listen to those 
words of reason. I hope my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives heed 
the warning from President Reagan 
about using the debt ceiling for brink-
manship. 

As we know, the Federal Government 
hits its debt limit on May 19. For the 
past 130 days, the Treasury Secretary 
has been using what are known as ex-
traordinary measures to continue fund-
ing the government. We are running, 
therefore, on borrowed time. But those 
extraordinary measures will be used up 
by October 17. At that point we will 
have exhausted every measure. De-
fault—that is the United States not 
paying its debts—will occur unless 
Congress acts to raise the debt limit. 

There will be much debate in the 
coming days on how to deal with the 
debt limit. The House continuing reso-
lution which we have before us today 
contains a proposal that some claim 
would avoid the default. What is it? 
What do they claim, what is the provi-
sion? 

It is a dangerous plan that gives the 
Treasury Secretary the unprecedented 
power to prioritize payments; that is, 
the Treasury Secretary decides what 
obligations should be paid and not 
paid; that is, once the debt limit is sur-
passed—in short, the power to pick and 
choose which bills to pay. 

The House CR does, however, identify 
two specific payments as priorities 
they have to pay first. What are they? 
Social Security and interest to holders 
of U.S. bonds. They are all first in line. 
Everyone else has to fight among 
themselves. 

We are all familiar with Social Secu-
rity and its importance. It is a given. 
But the American people may not be as 
familiar with the principal and interest 
on U.S. bonds. This is the payment 
Uncle Sam makes to various persons 
and countries that hold our debt. It can 
be U.S. citizens who hold our debt or it 
can be countries such as China, Japan, 
Russia, and Saudi Arabia. I might add 
that the foreign countries that hold 
most of the U.S. debt among the coun-
tries I listed are China and Japan. 
They hold the most foreign debt. 

The continuing resolution cat-
egorizes the interest to these foreign 
bondholders as a must-pay bill—we 
must pay those first; that is, Social Se-
curity and interest. It leaves all other 
obligations of the Federal budget to be 
paid only by the revenue Treasury has 
on hand on any given day. Some days 
revenue comes in and some days rev-
enue comes in more than others. 

Critical programs will be left fight-
ing for the remaining scraps of funding. 
In effect, the House proposal to 
prioritize payments would result in the 
interests of America’s veterans, the un-
employed, and students, among others, 
being left behind the interests of 
China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia. It is 
pay Russia first, pay U.S. veterans sec-
ond—if there is money left over to pay 
U.S. veterans. 

This proposal makes no sense. A few 
of the programs that would compete 
for funding under the House plan are 
veterans’ benefits, child nutrition, 
military salaries, military operations 
and maintenance, Medicare payments 
to doctors and hospitals, student loans, 
highway funding, dollars for air traffic 
controllers, unemployment insurance, 
and tax refunds, to name a few. They 
are all going to have to compete with 
each other for what is left after inter-
est on the debt and Social Security 
payments are made under the House 
measure. 

Can you imagine the result? Medi-
care beneficiaries will be pitted against 
disabled vets, each fighting the other. 
Students receiving Pell grants will be 
up against patients receiving medical 

care; doctors conducting cancer re-
search would be pitted against agents 
patrolling our borders. The chaos that 
would ensue would be unimaginable. 
We can’t even begin to fathom the 
chaos. When this scheme was first pro-
posed during the debt limit debate in 
January, it became obvious what it 
would be like. I compared it to the 
movie ‘‘The Hunger Games,’’ hunger 
games where individuals were out 
scrapping, trying to save their own 
lives and killing other people to save 
their own lives. The sequel ‘‘The Hun-
ger Games’’ is not out until November, 
but we can now see the coming attrac-
tions of the House CR. Their plan for a 
debt prioritization would pit one pro-
gram against another in a fight for sur-
vival. 

Under this ill-conceived plan, the 
Secretary of Treasury would be given 
unprecedented power to decide which 
programs are funded and which are 
eliminated. It is in the Treasury Sec-
retary’s hands. He decides, the Presi-
dent decides: Do veterans get paid, do 
Medicare beneficiaries get paid, does 
the military get paid? That is up to the 
Treasury Secretary and the President. 

No such power should ever be placed 
in the hands of any Treasury Sec-
retary, regardless of party affiliation. 
No Member of Congress who believes in 
our system of checks and balances can 
honestly advocate for this idea to 
stand. In article I of the Constitution, 
Congress decides what appropriations 
should be paid, not the executive 
branch. 

Finally, this House proposal is wrong 
for the country. Why? Because it ig-
nores the progress we have made over 
the past 2 years to actually reduce 
America’s deficits and debt. 

With the adoption of the Budget Con-
trol Act in 2011 and the fiscal year cliff 
agreement earlier this year, debt has 
been stabilized. Together with interest 
savings, these actions will cut the def-
icit by about $2.8 trillion over the next 
10 years. Add in the savings for winding 
down operations for Iraq and Afghani-
stan, and the total deficit reduction 
reaches almost $3.7 trillion over 10 
years. These are real savings. All this 
progress must not be ignored. 

I agree with many of my colleagues 
that even more can be done to reduce 
the deficit and promote economic 
growth. But those actions should be 
separate from the debt limit debate. It 
is a different subject. 

We are in no position to play games 
with the economy. It is completely ir-
responsible to threaten default on the 
debt. Since 1789, this country has al-
ways honored its obligations. We paid 
our bills. We are known for that. Amer-
icans know and people around the 
world know that America, up to this 
date, anyway, has always paid its bills. 
Even when the Capitol burned to the 
ground in 1814, guess what, America 
still honored its debts. Yet I heard a 
Senator say a few weeks ago that fail-
ing to raise the debt limit is ‘‘no big 
deal.’’ 
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No big deal. 
I couldn’t imagine when I heard 

those words. It is more than a big deal; 
it is more than a huge deal. It is a cat-
astrophic deal. It is something that is 
so bad it is unimaginable. 

People have forgotten the summer of 
2011. Remember August of 2011? People 
have forgotten what happened when 
Congress failed to address the debt 
limit decisively. I remember what hap-
pened. The dysfunctional debt-ceiling 
debate led to the first ever downgrade 
of America’s credit rating—the first 
ever downgrade of America’s credit rat-
ing. I remember the stock market 
plunged 635 points the day after the 
S&P downgrade. I remember that 14- 
day trading period in the summer of 
2011 when the Dow plummeted more 
than 2000 points, about 20 percent. Con-
sumer confidence back then dropped 
even lower than it did in the heat of 
the 2008 financial crisis, and it took 
nearly a year to recover. 

Worst was the impact on jobs. During 
the months Congress was fighting over 
the debt limit, job creation fell by 
nearly 50 percent. 

Remember, Congress did still raise 
the debt ceiling without defaulting, but 
the political brinkmanship did all that 
damage to the economy. We did raise 
the debt, but look at what damage the 
brinkmanship caused to our economy. 
We cannot let that happen again. 

Time is running short. We need to 
stop playing games. This will to fight 
is getting us nowhere. Enough with the 
threat of default; enough of the 
schemes to prioritize payments. As 
President Reagan said: 

The United States has a special responsi-
bility to itself and to the world to meet its 
obligations. 

It is time we accept our responsi-
bility. It is time for us to work to-
gether. It is time for us to get the job 
done. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRANKEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
wish to talk a little bit about health 
reform. 

Soon over 1 million Minnesotans will 
have the opportunity to buy their 
health insurance on MNsure, Min-
nesota’s health insurance marketplace. 
Minnesotans who buy their own insur-
ance in the health insurance market-
place, including Franni and me, will 
have the opportunity to compare plans 
and choose the coverage that works 
best for their families. 

Not only will MNsure make the op-
tions clearer and more accessible, but 
the health care reform law is also mak-
ing sure that Minnesotans feel secure 
in their health care coverage. That is 

because insurers can no longer cap the 
amount of benefits you can get over 
the course of your lifetime, they can’t 
drop you if you get sick, and they can-
not discriminate against you based on 
a preexisting condition. 

There is a lot in the health care re-
form law that a lot of Americans don’t 
even know about yet. For example, I 
championed a couple of key provisions 
that are improving the quality and the 
value of health care coverage that we 
all rely on. I authored a provision re-
quiring health insurers to provide a 
good value for your premium dollars, 
and I helped to establish a national 
fund for health care prevention. 

Why is this especially important 
right now? Because the House of Rep-
resentatives passed a continuing reso-
lution to fund the budget that also 
defunds the health care reform law. So 
before we decide on that measure, I 
wish to make sure we remember what 
is in this important law. 

First, we are requiring insurance 
companies to give their customers good 
value for their premium dollars. One 
thing many Americans don’t know is 
that millions of Americans are getting 
rebates from their health insurance 
companies when those companies don’t 
provide that value. I wrote the provi-
sion that does this. It has the catchy 
name ‘‘medical loss ratio,’’ which is 
sometimes called the slightly more 
catchy 80/20 rule. Because of my med-
ical loss ratio provision, which is based 
on a Minnesota State law, health in-
surance companies must spend at least 
80 percent of their premiums on actual 
health care—not on administrative 
costs, not on marketing, not on profits, 
not on CEO salaries. If insurance com-
panies don’t meet the 80 percent for in-
dividual and small group markets or 
the 85 percent for large group policies, 
then the insurance company has to re-
bate the difference. 

The fact is my provision is working. 
Last year, nearly 13 million Americans 
benefited from checks from their insur-
ers, and this year about 81⁄2 million 
Americans benefited from rebates that 
were sent out in July of this year. That 
is a good thing—fewer people getting 
rebates. This year is a good thing be-
cause that means insurers were saving 
you money on the front end instead of 
rebating you the money on the back 
end. 

That is part of why health care costs 
have risen in the last 3 years at a slow-
er rate than at any time in the last 50 
years. Is that entirely due to the Af-
fordable Care Act? No. But in contrast 
with what is being put out here and 
there, we are not seeing the cost of 
health care spike. In fact, the opposite 
is true. 

I will say it again: Health care costs 
have gone up less—have risen at a 
slower rate—in the last 3 years than at 
any other time in the last 50 years. The 
bottom line is that my provision is 
making insurance companies more effi-
cient at helping keep health care costs 
in check for people, and I am very 
proud of that. 

People also don’t know how much we 
did to improve access to preventive 
health care in health care reform. Any-
one who has ever gotten a flu shot 
knows an ounce of prevention is worth 
a pound of cure. Along with former Re-
publican Senator Dick Lugar of Indi-
ana, I fought to get the National Dia-
betes Prevention Program included in 
the health care reform law, and it ex-
emplifies the benefit of this kind of re-
form to our health care system. 

This program, which was piloted in 
St. Paul, MN, by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, involves 
structured nutrition classes and exer-
cise at community-based organizations 
such as the YMCA. It has been shown 
to reduce the likelihood that someone 
with prediabetes will be diagnosed with 
full-blown type 2 diabetes by nearly 60 
percent. That is pretty good. 

The program doesn’t just make peo-
ple healthier, it also saves everyone 
money. The Diabetes Prevention Pro-
gram costs about $400 per participant, 
as compared to treating type 2 diabetes 
which costs more than $7,000 every sin-
gle year. That is why United Health, 
the largest private insurer in the coun-
try—that also happens to be 
headquartered in Minnesota—is al-
ready providing the program to its 
beneficiaries. In fact, the CEO of 
United Health told me that for every $1 
they invest in the Diabetes Prevention 
Program, they save $4 on health care 
costs later on. 

This homegrown program is funded 
out of the Prevention and Public 
Health Fund, which is another program 
in the health care reform law that is 
designed to invest in evidence-based 
health care prevention in communities 
across the country. In Minnesota, the 
Prevention and Public Health Fund has 
supported tobacco cessation programs, 
it has helped to prevent infectious dis-
eases, and it has expanded our des-
perately needed primary care work-
force. Preventing disease while saving 
money—preventing disease while sav-
ing money—is smart reform. 

We did a lot of other things in the 
health care law too. I worked with sev-
eral of my colleagues to develop a 
value index which will change the way 
Medicare pays physicians to take into 
account the quality of the care the doc-
tor provides—reward quality instead of 
quantity. 

My home State of Minnesota is the 
leader in delivering high-value health 
care at a relatively low cost. Yet, tra-
ditionally, we have been woefully 
underreimbursed for it. For example, 
Texas gets reimbursed almost 50 per-
cent more, on average, per Medicare 
patient than Minnesota. 

This isn’t about pitting Minnesota 
against Texas or Florida. It is about re-
warding those States to become more 
like Minnesota. Imagine if we brought 
Medicare expenditures down by 30 per-
cent around the country. It would 
bring enormous benefits not just to 
Minnesota but across the country be-
cause it will bring down the cost of 
health care delivery nationwide. 
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I am working very hard to make sure 

health care reform works for Min-
nesota. The implementation of any 
major reform is going to be a chal-
lenge, but I don’t think Minnesotans or 
Americans want us to keep looking 
backward. They want us to move for-
ward and to implement the law as best 
we can. They do not want the House of 
Representatives to waste precious time 
and vote to repeal the law—for the 42nd 
time. 

The fact is, if the law is repealed, a 
lot of things Americans like will be 
taken away from them. Americans 
don’t want seniors’ prescription drugs 
to go back up. They do not want chil-
dren with preexisting conditions to be 
kicked off their health plans. Those are 
just a couple of things that would hap-
pen if the law were repealed. 

Last year, more than 54,000 seniors in 
Minnesota got a 50-percent discount on 
their covered brand-name prescription 
drugs when they hit the doughnut hole 
in Medicare Part D. This discount re-
sulted in an average savings of $644 per 
person and a total savings of more than 
$34 million in Minnesota alone and we 
are not done. By 2020, the doughnut 
hole will be closed completely. But the 
closing of the doughnut hole would go 
away if we repealed the health care re-
form law. 

Thanks to a provision that allows 
young adults up to the age of 26 to stay 
on their parents’ health insurance, 
35,000 young people in Minnesota and 
more than 3 million young people na-
tionally were able to keep their health 
care coverage. Those young people 
would be kicked off of their coverage if 
we repealed the health care law. 

Health care reform also ended insur-
ance companies setting lifetime limits 
on the amount of care an individual 
can receive. So if you or a loved one 
gets sick, you can never be told by 
your health insurer: That is it, no more 
coverage for you. Go ahead and file for 
bankruptcy. Guess what. If Congress 
repealed the health care reform law, 
that would go away too. 

I am not saying the law is perfect. 
But if there are problems, the Amer-
ican people want us to work together 
to fix them, not refight old fights. That 
is what I hope to do—move forward by 
implementing the law, making any 
changes we need to make along the 
way. 

Millions of Americans across the 
country are already experiencing the 
benefits of this law. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the 
implementation of the important pro-
visions I have outlined. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-

REN). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what 

is the parliamentary situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate is currently considering H.J. Res. 
59, the continuing budget resolution. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I listened this 

week to the distinguished chairwoman 

of the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI, make a compelling case 
for passing a clean, short-term con-
tinuing resolution through November 
15 of this year so we can get on with 
the business of debating and passing 
appropriations bills. 

We have a lot of sound and fury here 
signifying nothing, to quote Shake-
speare, but we ought to vote up or 
down on something. It is easy to give 
speeches or phony filibusters or what-
ever and say: Look what we are accom-
plishing. No. It is not accomplishing 
anything. 

I agree with everything the chair-
woman has said, particularly about the 
bipartisan way the committee has 
written and reported bills this year. 
Any one of those bills could be debated 
and voted on today. Vote yes, vote no— 
but vote. Conference them with the 
House, if they pass, and send them to 
the President. 

Actually, there is some precedent for 
doing that—a precedent of over 200 
years doing it that way. 

Instead, we are repeating this all-too- 
familiar drama where we are again in a 
high-stakes stalemate over simply 
keeping the Federal Government func-
tioning. What was once the regular 
business of Congress has again been re-
placed by political theater and another 
artificial made-in-Congress crisis that 
threatens the economy and, in ways 
large and small, threatens every single 
family in America. 

Don’t come on this floor and say you 
stand for family values when you are 
willing to destroy retirement plans of 
families, savings for their children to 
go to college, and possibly their jobs. 
Once again, grandstanding prevails 
over common sense, comity, and co-
operation—three values that are vital 
to the effective functioning of a rep-
resentative government. 

Those who travel around our States— 
and I do all the time—and listen to our 
constituents, know the costs of a gov-
ernment shutdown and the devastating 
effects of sequestration. 

Vermont is not unique in having 
fewer children in Head Start programs, 
medical researchers at our universities 
who cannot obtain research grants, 
seniors cut from Meals On Wheels, or 
young veterans back from Iraq or Af-
ghanistan who can’t find jobs, or fami-
lies living in shelters or on the streets 
because there is no safety net housing 
assistance. But some members of the 
House and the Senate say we have to 
cut all of this. Is that who we have be-
come as a country? 

The decisions we make have real and 
serious consequences for our economy, 
for our children, and for our commu-
nity—ranging from St. Johnsbury, VT, 
to Houston, TX. 

As chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee that funds the Depart-
ment of State and foreign operations, I 
want to speak briefly about the con-
sequences of shutting down the govern-
ment and a full-year continuing resolu-
tion for U.S. national security. It 

should make every Senator think long 
and hard about the role they want the 
United States to play in an increas-
ingly competitive and dangerous world. 

We hear over and over again on this 
floor the saying, ‘‘freedom isn’t free.’’ 
Well, it is not. And the corollary to 
that is, neither are U.S. security and 
U.S. influence. 

That is what is at stake: U.S. leader-
ship in the Middle East, at the United 
Nations, in Africa, in South and Cen-
tral Asia, and in our own hemisphere. 
If the government shuts down, the im-
pacts will be felt here at home and by 
our allies, and exploited by our adver-
saries. 

It is the worst hypocrisy, because 
those same Senators who are toying 
with shutting down the government 
want the United States to respond 
when war breaks out in Syria, or fam-
ine in Ethiopia, or an outbreak of the 
Ebola virus, or a devastating earth-
quake in Haiti, a terrorist attack in 
Kenya, the false imprisonment of a 
constituent in Nicaragua, or the kid-
napping of an American missionary in 
the Philippines. 

They expect the United States to 
solve the problem or to rally others to 
help solve it, but they are willing to do 
away with paying the salaries of our 
diplomats, or our aid workers, or our 
dues to the United Nations, or emer-
gency food aid, or our support for 
NATO or the World Health Organiza-
tion, or the myriad of other programs 
and organizations that depend on us 
and that serve our interests around the 
world. They think that somehow this is 
going to be paid for with pixie dust. We 
are grown-ups and this is the real 
world. When we pull back, when we 
don’t lead, others are only too happy to 
fill the vacuum. 

A shutdown would mean that the Ex-
port-Import Bank, which provides fi-
nancing to United States companies, 
would immediately stop processing new 
applications, and would lose $2 to $4 
billion in monthly income for U.S. ex-
porters, jeopardizing approximately 
30,000 American jobs, reducing deposits 
to the U.S. Treasury by $15 to $20 mil-
lion per month as a result of fees that 
go uncollected by the Bank. 

The Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation, that provides financing 
and insurance to American companies 
that invest overseas, would lose its au-
thority to function. No longer could it 
make disbursements, it would bring to 
a screeching halt the activities of hun-
dreds of U.S. businesses that rely on 
OPIC financing. 

The State, Foreign Operations bill 
that Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM and I 
wrote that was reported by the Appro-
priations Committee on July 25 by a 
lopsided bipartisan vote of 23–7, pro-
tects U.S. national security interests 
and responds to compelling humani-
tarian needs. Americans recognize that 
we have a moral responsibility as the 
wealthiest, most powerful nation on 
earth. This is who we are. 
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Senator GRAHAM’s and my bill in-

cludes $8.5 billion for global health pro-
grams. A full-year continuing resolu-
tion means $389 million less to combat 
HIV/AIDS and other preventable dis-
eases like malaria, tuberculosis, and 
pneumonia, and malnutrition. None of 
us have children or grandchildren that 
have to worry about these illnesses, 
but with the relatively small amounts 
that we spend we can save the lives of 
countless children in other countries. 

A full year continuing resolution 
would mean tens of thousands of addi-
tional deaths from these diseases. It 
means tens of thousands of additional 
children orphaned by AIDS. It means 
millions fewer life-saving immuniza-
tions for children resulting in tens of 
thousands of preventable deaths. 

For pennies we can vaccinate mil-
lions of children around the world. Are 
we going to say, instead, that we can’t 
do that because we have a political 
point to make? We are grown ups. We 
are not sound-bite aficionados. We 
should be legislators. 

The Senate bill includes $2.5 billion, 
which is $115 million above a full year 
continuing resolution, for programs in 
the poorest countries. These have bi-
partisan support, with Republicans and 
Democrats, supporting basic and high-
er education, food security, energy, and 
water and sanitation programs. 

If you don’t agree that we have a 
moral responsibility, then let’s just be 
pragmatic about our own security. Be-
cause if we don’t do this, the alter-
native to development and opportunity 
is poverty, religious extremism, 
transnational crime, and violent 
insurgencies. It is a growing reality 
across the globe, from Somalia to Mex-
ico, and it threatens our economy, our 
security, and the security of our allies. 

A government shutdown is a com-
plete failure of our responsibility as 
legislators. We are sent here to make 
decisions—not slogans—to make gov-
ernment work for the American people 
and for the good of the Nation, includ-
ing our national security and our inter-
ests around the globe. 

Over and over again there are those 
who want to give speeches, but they 
don’t want to make hard choices. They 
were elected to serve, yet they make a 
career of blaming the government. 

Funding the government by con-
tinuing resolution is irresponsible and 
it is dangerous. It diminishes our 
standing in the world. It erodes our 
leadership. It is unworthy of the Con-
gress. It is a betrayal of the people who 
sent us here. 

Let’s have, if not the courage, at 
least the honesty to bring up the ap-
propriations bills and vote on them. 
Vote yes or vote no. Stand up and be 
counted. Stop hiding behind the delay-
ing tactics and partisan sloganeering 
that have become such a tiresome re-
frain around here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I am re-
minded, when I hear the distinguished 

President pro tempore of the Senate 
talk, why the people of Vermont so 
love him. 

Here is a man who has set all kinds 
of records in Vermont: the first Demo-
crat elected, and on and on, with all 
the many accolades that he has. I have 
always admired and appreciated him. 
Each day that goes by, I understand 
better than I did the last why the peo-
ple of Vermont revere this good man. 

f 

HELIUM STEWARDSHIP ACT OF 
2013 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House with respect 
to H.R. 527. 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 527) entitled ‘‘An Act to 
amend the Helium Act to complete the 
privatization of the Federal helium re-
serve in a competitive market fashion 
that ensures stability in the helium 
markets while protecting the interests 
of American taxpayers, and for other 
purposes,’’ with an amendment. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the Senate concur in the House amend-
ment to the Senate amendment; and 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, we 
know that in Washington, DC, it is al-
most as if there is an inexhaustible ca-
pacity to manufacture false crises. I 
am pleased to say that with today’s 
vote Congress avoided a real crisis for 
scores of American manufacturing and 
technology companies employing mil-
lions of American workers. That is be-
cause without the legislation that the 
Senate just passed, those workers and 
companies would no longer have been 
able to get access to helium, which is a 
critical industrial gas without which 
these companies cannot operate. 

In addition to avoiding an immediate 
crisis for these businesses and workers, 
the bipartisan legislation that passed 
the House of Representatives yesterday 
and the Senate today can be something 
of a model for how the Congress can 
act on must pass bills. Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and I have worked for many 
months on this legislation in the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 
to achieve a number of goals that 
members on both sides of the aisle sup-
port. 

First, our bipartisan legislation gets 
the Federal Government out of the he-
lium business permanently—something 
that should have been done long ago. 
This bill also addresses the need to en-
sure helium supplies in the short term. 

It does this by requiring the Federal 
Government to shift from selling he-
lium at a government-set price to sell-
ing helium at a market-based priced. 

The bill does this over a 5-year period 
so that there is no panic, no sudden 
changes in supply, and American busi-
nesses can stop worrying about wheth-
er the helium supply truck is going to 
show up next month. The bill phases 
out commercial sales over the next 7 or 
8 years and then gets the Federal Gov-
ernment out of the helium business en-
tirely within 8 years by selling off the 
helium reserve. With prices for helium 
now reflecting their real value in the 
market place, the private sector will 
have the incentives it needs to invest 
in new helium supplies to replace the 
Federal reserve. 

Second, our bipartisan bill ends the 
Federal helium program in a way that 
is not only fully paid for but would ac-
tually lower the deficit by $90 million. 
I particularly want to point out the 
contributions of two of the members of 
our committee, Senators RISCH and 
FLAKE who were instrumental in ensur-
ing that while the helium program gets 
phased out some of the savings for tax-
payers should go to contribute to def-
icit reduction. So I wanted to point out 
the Senators’ role in shaping the legis-
lation to ensure a significant contribu-
tion to deficit reduction. 

Contributing to deficit reduction, 
getting a better deal for taxpayers by 
transitioning helium sales to market 
rates and completely ending a Federal 
program that has gone far longer than 
it should have are priorities that all 
senators can support. And today’s vote 
reflects that. 

But the benefits of this legislation 
are not limited to helium users and 
taxpayers. Our bipartisan legislation 
also provides one-year of funding for 
the Secure Rural School program that 
expired earlier this year. This program 
provides funding for schools, roads and 
law enforcement in hundreds of rural 
counties in 41 States where there are 
national forests. 

The expiration of the Secure Rural 
Schools Program left rural America 
out in the cold. The program needed to 
be extended for a year while the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee works on a longer term ap-
proach to meet the needs of forest de-
pendent communities around the coun-
try. 

This is a more than 100-year-old com-
mitment that the Federal Government 
made to these counties when the na-
tional forests were created and will 
have to be met one way or another. Our 
bill pays for a short-term extension of 
this program without raising taxes or 
increasing the debt. 

The bill before the Senate also in-
cludes a public-private program to help 
address the needs of one of our national 
treasures—America’s National Parks. 
The bill creates a matching fund to le-
verage a $50 million federal investment 
that must be matched dollar for dollar 
with non-Federal funding. 

The Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee held a hearing earlier this 
year on the multi-billion funding back-
log that our national parks are facing. 
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Senator COBURN in particular has been 
a leader in pointing out the need to ad-
dress this funding shortfall. The legis-
lation that the Senate passed today 
makes a down payment toward reduc-
ing that backlog and does it in a way 
that brings private resources to the 
table. 

With legislation that passed today, 
the Senate and House have shown how 
they can act to accomplish a number of 
important goals on a bipartisan basis. 
The bill completely ends a Federal 
Government program that has outlived 
its useful life; it ensures a fair return 
for taxpayer and meets the needs of he-
lium users; it contributes $90 million to 
the Treasury for debt reduction; and it 
fulfills the Federal government’s obli-
gations to rural America all without 
raising taxes or increasing the debt. 

I also want to recognize the impor-
tant contributions of the House Nat-
ural Resources Committee and Chair-
man DOC HASTINGS in shaping the leg-
islation. The final bill was truly a bi-
partisan and bicameral effort. That is 
the way the legislative process is sup-
posed to work. 

I am pleased that the Senate and 
House have been able to find a way to 
achieve all these important goals in 
one bipartisan, bicameral bill and I 
hope as the Congress considers other 
must-pass bills to keep the government 
open and to raise the debt ceiling, 
members can work together in the 
same type of cooperative bipartisan 
way, that Senator MURKOWSKI and I 
and the other members of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee have 
done in passing the helium legislation. 

Mr. REID. This is a very important 
piece of legislation. I wish we could do 
a lot more like this. This is the Helium 
Stewardship Act of 2013. It is some-
thing we have had in effect since World 
War II. It is so very, very important. 

Today around America 750,000 people 
will have MRIs conducted to find out 
how sick they are or if they are hurt or 
sick. Without this bill passing, the big 
magnets they have in these machines, 
which are cooled only by one thing— 
helium—and the people who depend on 
this, the high-tech industry would have 
to go out on the spot market and buy 
this stuff, which would increase the 
price of health care delivery, and the 
making computer chips and lots of 
other things. 

It is a shame it was held up for such 
a long time for no good reason. Now we 
have passed it, and I am very happy 
that everybody allowed this to happen. 

f 

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014— 
Continued 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 
trying to move this along as quickly as 
possible. I am going to come here a lit-
tle later and ask consent that we move 
forward very quickly. 

Each day that we don’t complete the 
CR is a day closer to the government 
shutting down. I want no excuses from 

anyone about time. I don’t want any-
one to say that the majority controls 
the Senate and that we are doing any-
thing to slow down this bill. I think we 
should move as quickly as we can. It is 
to everyone’s advantage. If the House 
wants to take a look at what we have 
done, let them do that and get back to 
us as quickly as possible. We have to 
avoid this shutdown. The American 
people are afraid of what could happen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
know we have been involved in a very 
intense debate, long speeches, time 
consuming, with an opportunity to 
bring up issues that are very impor-
tant, particularly as we see that the 
executive branch of government has 
made decisions to delay so many as-
pects of health care reform. It is very 
appropriate at this time that we delve 
into the shortcomings of that great 
change in health care that the health 
care reform bill exemplifies. 

I was here yesterday, hoping to enter 
into the colloquies that were going on 
at that time led by Senator CRUZ and 
time ran out, so I am here to state 
some points I wanted to make at that 
particular time. I will start by quoting 
our second President, John Adams: 

Facts are stubborn things; and whatever 
may be our wishes, our inclinations, or the 
dictates of our passion, they cannot alter the 
state of facts and evidence. 

The rhetoric surrounding this vote 
and the underlying issue has become 
all too hysterical. I would like us all to 
step back a little bit from the hysteria 
and focus on the facts. 

We have all taken to calling this leg-
islation ObamaCare. Sometimes even 
the President does. For some people, 
attaching the President’s name to this 
issue prevents people from paying at-
tention to the facts. But personalizing 
this issue should not deter us from 
looking at those facts. 

I am not going to talk about shutting 
down the Government. So much time 
and effort is being devoted to dis-
cussing a government shutdown that 
people are not paying attention to the 
facts that we ought to be looking at. 
Instead, I would like to set aside the 
hyperbolic rhetoric for a few minutes 
and focus on those facts. Let’s talk 
about the real-world effects of this Af-
fordable Care Act. 

I will start with a few comments di-
rectly from my constituents in Iowa. 
My colleagues yesterday referred to 
constituents in their respective States. 
I am only going to refer to three con-
stituent letters. 

The first one: 
I just want to share with you another 

downside caused by the Affordable Care Act. 
Besides teaching for my School District I 
also work as an adjunct instructor for var-
ious community colleges. Currently I am 
scheduled to teach four online classes at a 
community college in the summer. I just re-
ceived notice that because of the Affordable 
Care Act I am only allowed to teach two 
classes because more than that would put me 
over the 75 percent load of a full-time in-

structor. So because of ObamaCare I will lose 
$4,200 of income this summer. It will also af-
fect me at another school I teach at during 
the regular school year. I know there is not 
much you can do until the Republicans can 
regain control of the Senate but I just want-
ed you to be aware of another example of our 
current administration’s lack of foresight of 
the impact of this law on the average hard- 
working American. 

The second letter: 
As superintendent of schools, I would like 

to express to you the impact of the Afford-
able Care Act on our local schools. The in-
crease in cost, due directly to the Affordable 
Care Act will be approximately $180,000 to 
offer single health insurance to our non-cer-
tified staff. We are a combined school dis-
trict of 750 students. The affected staff mem-
bers are essentially, part-time, hourly em-
ployees who work 6.5 hours each day, 180 
days per year. The only other option is to re-
duce hours for employees working directly 
with our highest need students. 

Additionally, we are planning on being re-
quired to pay an additional $17,500 in addi-
tional fees and taxes associated with the Af-
fordable Care Act in the first year. 

Schools in Iowa can’t pass that increase 
cost on to consumers, like private industry. 
We are budget restricted, so any increase in 
employee cost means an equal dollar amount 
reduction in staff, classroom materials/sup-
plies, curriculum materials, field trips, all 
areas that strike pretty close to the child. 

This cost increase associated with the Af-
fordable Care Act will most definitely result 
in reduced educational opportunities and in-
creased class size. 

One final letter: 
I am a para-educator. I am writing in re-

gards to President Obama’s healthcare ini-
tiative. 

I’ve been told by my employer that next 
year my hours will be cut from full time to 
29 hours a week because if I work more than 
30 hours a week, they will be required by the 
new healthcare plan to provide me with in-
surance. 

This bothers me a great deal for a number 
of reasons: it causes stress, instability, and 
disruption to the special needs students I 
work with, I get a smaller paycheck, and it’s 
very unfair. In addition, I’m bothered by the 
lack of foresight that went into making this 
law. It seems grossly unfair to me. I do my 
job well, I’m committed and invested in it, 
and I want to work, but am now being told 
that I can’t work as much because of a law 
I didn’t ask for and that won’t benefit me. 
I’m sure my employer is not the only one 
that is cutting hours because of the insur-
ance requirement. It seems that the people 
that this law was intended to help are being 
hurt instead. 

Please consider any actions you can to 
stop this law. 

My constituents are feeling the im-
pact of this law. This is real. It is not 
some made-up political stunt. It is hap-
pening all over this great country of 
ours. 

Let’s start with the grocery store 
chain, Trader Joe’s. 

After extending health care coverage 
to many of its part-time employees for 
years, Trader Joe’s has told workers 
who log fewer than 30 hours a week 
that they will need to find insurance 
on the exchanges next year. 

Then there is Five Guys, the national 
restaurant chain that started here in 
Washington, DC. The prices of burgers 
and hot dogs are going to rise to cover 
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the President’s mandated insurance 
coverage. 

Earlier this year, the medical device 
manufacturer Smith and Nephew an-
nounced they were laying off 100 em-
ployees. They cited a new Medical De-
vice Tax, a provision of the Affordable 
Care Act, as the primary cause. 

SeaWorld is reducing hours for thou-
sands of part-time workers, a move 
that would allow the theme-park owner 
to avoid offering those employees med-
ical insurance under the Federal Gov-
ernment’s health-care overhaul. The 
company operates 11 theme parks 
across the United States and has about 
22,000 employees—nearly 18,000 of 
whom are part-time or seasonal work-
ers. 

It has more than 4,000 part-time and 
seasonal workers in Central Florida. 
Under a new corporate policy, 
SeaWorld will schedule part-time 
workers for no more than 28 hours a 
week, down from a previous limit of 32 
hours a week. The new cap is expected 
to go into effect by November. 

With the reduced hours, those em-
ployees would not be classified as full- 
time workers under the Affordable 
Care Act. 

Much has been said on the floor by 
different Members about the Cleveland 
Clinic. The Cleveland Clinic said it 
would cut jobs and slash five to six per-
cent of its $6 billion annual budget to 
prepare for health reform. 

The clinic is Cleveland’s largest em-
ployer and the second largest in Ohio 
after Wal-Mart. 

It is the largest provider in Ohio of 
Medicaid health coverage for the poor, 
the program that will expand to cover 
uninsured Americans under the Afford-
able Care Act. The cuts are neces-
sitated by the lower reimbursement 
they are anticipating. 

There is no doubt; the Affordable 
Care Act is affecting the way business 
look at their employees. 

As one recent report notes, U.S. busi-
nesses are hiring at a robust rate. The 
only problem is that three out of four 
of the nearly 1 million hires this year 
are part-time and many of the jobs are 
low-paid. 

Faltering economic growth at home 
and abroad and concern that the Af-
fordable Care Act will drive up business 
costs are behind the wariness about 
taking on full-time staff, executives at 
staffing and payroll firms say. 

Employers say part-timers offer 
them flexibility. If the economy picks 
up, they can quickly offer full-time 
work. If orders dry up, they know costs 
are under control. It also helps them to 
curb costs they might face under the 
Affordable Care Act. 

It is not just employers. Let’s look at 
the way major unions view the Afford-
able Care Act. 

Let me quote from a letter from the 
heads of the Teamsters, Food and Com-
mercial Workers, and UNITE-HERE. 
This letter was addressed to Represent-
ative PELOSI and Senator REID. 

When you and the President sought our 
support for the Affordable Care Act (ACA), 

you pledged that if we liked the health plans 
we have now, we could keep them. Sadly, 
that promise is under threat. 

Right now, unless you and the Obama Ad-
ministration enact an equitable fix, the ACA 
will shatter not only our hard-earned health 
benefits, but destroy the foundation of the 40 
hour work week that is the backbone of the 
American middle class. 

Like millions of other Americans, our 
members are front-line workers in the Amer-
ican economy. We have been strong sup-
porters of the notion that all Americans 
should have access to quality, affordable 
health care. We have also been strong sup-
porters of you. That means the President 
and the Senator and the Congresswoman. In 
campaign after campaign we have put boots 
on the ground, gone door-to-door to get out 
the vote, run phone banks and raised money 
to secure this vision. 

Now this vision has come back to haunt us. 
Time is running out: Congress wrote this 

law; we voted for you. We have a problem; 
you need to fix it. The unintended con-
sequences of the ACA are severe. Perverse in-
centives are already creating nightmare sce-
narios. 

On behalf of the millions of working men 
and women we represent and the families 
they support, we can no longer stand silent 
in the face of elements of the Affordable 
Care Act that will destroy the very health 
and wellbeing of our members along with 
millions of other hardworking Americans. 

We continue to stand behind real health 
care reform, but the law as it stands will 
hurt millions of Americans including the 
members of our respective unions. We are 
looking to you to make sure that these 
changes are made. 

That letter was sent to Senator REID 
and Representative PELOSI to explain 
why things very definitely need to be 
done to this legislation. Those are not 
people with known conservative cre-
dentials. They are known for their 
views of being progressives, liberals, 
and people looking out for the middle 
class. They find much fault with this 
Affordable Care Act, and then some 
wonder why there is so much concern 
being expressed by Members of the Sen-
ate about why this should be defunded. 
All of this adds up to what is being said 
by the people who supported the pas-
sage of the health care reform act, 
which is constituents, employers, and 
even unions. 

Let’s take this a step further. Let’s 
look at the economic researchers. In 
March the Federal Reserve said the 
2010 health care law is being cited as a 
reason for layoffs and slowdown in hir-
ing. 

Employers in several districts cited un-
known effects of the Affordable Care Act as 
reasons for planned layoffs and reluctance to 
hire more staff. 

Here is another one: A recent Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research 
study examined the Affordable Care 
Act’s taxes and its impact on labor. Ba-
sically, if we want employment to go 
back to prerecession levels, we must 
end the Affordable Care Act. The mar-
ginal rate increase due to the phaseout 
of premium subsidy and other implicit 
taxes in the Affordable Care Act result 
in a ‘‘massive 17 percent reduction in 
the reward to working—akin to erasing 
a decade of labor productivity growth 

without the wealth effect—that would 
be expected to significantly depress the 
amounts of labor and consumer spend-
ing in the economy even if the elas-
ticity of labor supply were small (but 
not literally zero). The large tax in-
creases are the primary reason why it 
is unlikely that the labor market ac-
tivity will return even near to its pre-
recession levels as long as the ACA’s 
work disincentives remain in place.’’ 

Isn’t it something to have an organi-
zation as respected as this organization 
say that after all the work that went 
into the Affordable Care Act, its very 
existence is a disincentive to produc-
tivity and employment? 

With all of these concerns from con-
stituents, employers, unions, and even 
the Federal Reserve, we would think 
that would cause people to pause. But 
it is also a legitimate reason for all the 
discussion we have had this week on 
what is wrong with the Affordable Care 
Act and the defunding thereof. 

On top of that, we keep hearing con-
cerns about the readiness to move for-
ward with the law at all. 

In August the Government Account-
ability Office noted that testing of the 
government’s ‘‘data service hub’’ to 
support new health insurance market 
places was more than a month behind 
schedule. The report said: 

Several critical tasks remain to be com-
pleted in a short period of time, such as final 
independent testing of the Hub’s security 
controls, remediating security vulnerabili-
ties identified during testing, and obtaining 
the security authorization decision for the 
Hub before opening the exchanges. CMS’s 
current schedule is to complete all of its 
tasks by October 1, 2013, in time for the ex-
pected initial open enrollment period. 

It is unclear whether national health 
insurance plans, which were supposed 
to give consumers choice and help 
drive down costs, will be available next 
year. 

Under the health care law, the Office 
of Personnel Management is supposed 
to oversee the rates and contracts for 
at least two national plans in every 
State. According to news reports, the 
White House says there will be a na-
tional health plan in at least 31 States. 
Now, that is 31 States, that is not 50 
States. 

Perhaps the most telling sign that 
the Affordable Care Act as enacted 
isn’t working is how much the adminis-
tration has rewritten the law on its 
own—a highly dubious proposition. The 
Congressional Research Service re-
cently noted that President Obama has 
already signed 14 laws that amend, re-
scind, or otherwise change parts of his 
health care. He has also taken five 
independent steps to delay, which he 
has been able to do on his own. So the 
Congress has passed or the President 
has signed into law 14 changes. I say 
that again for emphasis. Again, the 
CRS report noted that President 
Obama—totally separate of Congress— 
has delayed implementation of parts of 
the health care law five separate times. 

Congress should be focusing our ef-
forts on creating jobs and improving 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:48 Sep 27, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A26SE6.028 S26SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6935 September 26, 2013 
the economy. Yet the Affordable Care 
Act is having the opposite effect. Our 
economy cannot handle any more job- 
killing regulations from Washington. It 
has been 4 years since the end of the re-
cession. For a lot of Americans, it is as 
if the recession never ended. 

While the unemployment rate now 
stands at 7.3 percent, which is bad 
enough, that only tells half the story. 
The fact is that this economy is so 
sluggish that only 63.2 percent of work-
ing-age Americans remain in the work-
force. The labor force participation 
rate is at its lowest in 35 years. The un-
employment rate is dropping primarily 
because people have simply given up 
finding work. 

What we should be doing is sup-
porting policies that lead to economic 
growth and job creation. We should be 
supporting things like the Keystone 
XL Pipeline. The initial permit for this 
job-creating energy project was sub-
mitted over 5 years ago. Despite over-
whelming support in the Congress for 
the pipeline, the President has delayed 
the project for years to appease the ex-
treme left. We have similar job-killing 
regulations coming out of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. We should 
be working to create an efficient 
progrowth Tax Code, one that rewards 
success rather than hinders it. We 
should be focusing on our long-term 
fiscal problems. We all know we are on 
an unsustainable path. Yet the longer 
we delay and kick the can down the 
road, the harder the job will become. 
All of the tax, health care, and fiscal 
uncertainty is acting like a headwind 
against our economy. 

So I will support funding our govern-
ment and avoiding a shutdown. I will 
support any effort to repeal the Afford-
able Care Act. I will support any effort 
to defund the same act. I will support 
any effort to delay implementation of 
that same act. I will support the Vitter 
amendment and any other amendment 
that puts 8,000 executive branch em-
ployees in the exchange. As I have said 
again and again, the people responsible 
for this law should have the oppor-
tunity to experience it just as the 
American people will. Perhaps then 
they, including this Senator, will then 
finally pay attention to the facts sur-
rounding the implementation of the Af-
fordable Care Act. I do so not out of 
personal animus for the President. I do 
so not to tear down the so-called signa-
ture achievement of the administra-
tion. I do so because I am looking at 
the facts. I do so because I am looking 
at what is happening in health care and 
with our economy. 

Let’s not stop thinking simply be-
cause someone uses the word 
‘‘ObamaCare.’’ Let’s not talk about 
shutting down the government. Let’s 
turn down the hysteria and look at 
what is really happening with the 
health care and its impact upon the 
economy. 

Just this week a Member of the Sen-
ate described our efforts to stop 
ObamaCare as ‘‘insanity.’’ I disagree. A 

vote to barrel ahead as though every-
thing is just fine strikes me as far clos-
er to the definition of ‘‘insanity.’’ A 
reasonable person can and should con-
clude that we should stop moving for-
ward on ObamaCare, and that is how I 
will be voting this week. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I see 

Senator SESSIONS is on the floor. It is 
my understanding Senator GRASSLEY 
used some Democratic time that was 
yielded to him for the beginning of his 
speech, and I ask that the Parliamen-
tarian recapture that time for the 
Democratic side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. If Senator SESSIONS is 
prepared to speak now, I will wait. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
thank Senator DURBIN and appreciate 
his leadership and courtesy. 

I want to speak for a few moments 
about the impact of the President’s 
health care law, the Affordable Care 
Act. Although the law hasn’t been fully 
implemented yet, this massive over-
haul—Federal takeover, really—of the 
health care system is already proving 
to be anything but affordable. 

My team on the Budget Committee, 
where I am the ranking member, did 
some research on this issue, and we 
want to know what the real costs 
would be and how it will play out in 
the end. So what I will share with ev-
eryone now are some very important 
facts that all of us need to know. 

The President has repeatedly said we 
have a health-spending problem, but 
what he hasn’t said is that this law will 
make that problem worse. 

Last week actuaries from the Centers 
for Medicare & Medicaid Services— 
those are our top Federal health care 
people, CMS—issued a report, and its 
findings were unequivocal. This law 
will lead to higher health care costs. 
By 2022 the law is projected to increase 
cumulative health spending by $621 bil-
lion. That is the report from CMS. 
They basically work for the President 
of the United States. 

Next year growth in the private 
health insurance premiums—the in-
creases in our own private insurance 
premiums—is expected to accelerate to 
6 percent from 3.2 percent this year, 
2013. So the increase in premiums, CMS 
projects, will go up from 3.2 percent to 
6 percent. 

The Congressional Budget Office, 
CBO—they work for us here in the Con-
gress—also released its annual long- 
term budget outlook last week. It con-
cluded, 1, that Federal health care 
spending will ‘‘grow considerably in 
2014 because of changes made by the 
Affordable Care Act . . .’’ They says 
the health care law is by far the single 
biggest factor driving the growth in 
Federal health care spending over the 
next decade—accounting for 53 percent 
of projected growth. 

So our own government agencies are 
finding—which most Americans knew, 
despite promises to the contrary that 
were repeatedly made when it passed 
on Christmas Eve after it was rammed 
through this Senate—that this bill 
can’t be done without increased costs, 
and government agencies are making 
that statement today. It is not my 
opinion, it is what our own agencies 
say. 

Democrats have repeatedly com-
plained that the law would bend the 
cost curve. The President said it would 
slow the growth of health care costs for 
our families, our businesses, and our 
government. That is what he promised. 
He said it would ‘‘slow the growth of 
health care costs for our families, our 
businesses, and our government.’’ 
Democrats—pushing the law, against 
the wishes of the American people, in 
2009—claimed the law would not add to 
our deficit and would improve our Fed-
eral balance sheet, our budget situa-
tion. The President promised he would 
not sign a plan that ‘‘adds one dime to 
our deficits now or any time in the fu-
ture.’’ That is an unequivocal promise. 
It sort of reminds me of the promise 
‘‘read my lips, no new taxes.’’ Surely a 
colossal misrepresentation of the debt 
impact of a gargantuan government 
takeover of health care is a serious 
matter. 

The nonpartisan actuaries at the 
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Serv-
ices, CMS, project that this law will in-
crease health care spending as a share 
of our total economy. In other words, 
the law bends the cost curve in the 
wrong direction. It bends it alright, but 
in the wrong direction. 

We need to understand how the 
Democrats were able to assert that 
their plan was financially sound, which 
they insisted on repeatedly, as we went 
through weeks of debate on this mat-
ter. This is how. This is very impor-
tant, I say to my colleagues. Senators 
do not understand this fully and Con-
gressmen do not understand this, and I 
don’t think the American people fully 
understand it. The Democrats’ claims 
about the fiscal impact of the health 
care law were based on monumental ac-
counting maneuvers and multiple other 
gimmicks. 

Before the law passed, the Congres-
sional Budget Office warned that the 
law would ‘‘maintain and put into ef-
fect a number of policies that might be 
difficult to sustain over a long period 
of time.’’ 

That is careful language from our ac-
countants at the Congressional Budget 
Office. I am sure they were pressured 
not to say that. At that time, both 
Houses of Congress were controlled by 
our Democratic colleagues, with 60 
votes in the Senate. They warned us 
that the law would ‘‘maintain and put 
into effect a number of policies that 
might be difficult to sustain over a 
long period of time.’’ Isn’t that true. 

CBO and the CMS Actuary also high-
lighted that hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in Medicare savings were double 
counted. 
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We need to understand this. This is a 

key point we need to understand. I 
made an inquiry to them. I made an in-
quiry to them late in December 2009. I 
got the letter from them the night be-
fore the Christmas Eve vote in the Sen-
ate to pass ObamaCare—on December 
23—and I wanted and insisted that we 
get a clear answer on the question in-
volving approximately $500 billion in 
Medicare savings, which I contended 
was double counted. 

They were claiming they were going 
to use this money to strengthen Medi-
care and they were also claiming the 
money was available to fund 
ObamaCare. Can we do both with the 
same money? If we are confused about 
that issue, if we can’t understand that 
issue, now we can begin to understand 
why this country is in such disastrous 
financial shape. 

This is what the CBO responded by 
saying on the night of December 23: 

The key point is that savings to the HI 
trust fund— 

that is Medicare— 
under PPACA— 

that is the Affordable Care Act— 
would be received by the government only 
once, so that they cannot be set aside for fu-
ture Medicare spending and, at the same 
time, pay for current spending on other parts 
of the legislation or on other programs.’’ 

How simple is that? 
They go on: 
To describe the full amount of HI trust 

fund savings as both improving the govern-
ment’s ability to pay future Medicare bene-
fits and financing new spending outside of 
Medicare would essentially double-count a 
large share of those savings and thus over-
state the improvement in the government’s 
fiscal position. 

Right before the vote, they said, in 
effect, you are double-counting this 
money and you can’t use the money si-
multaneously to benefit Medicare, 
which is where the money is, as well as 
use the money to fund ObamaCare, or a 
new health care plan, or any other pol-
icy. This is so basic. 

The next spring, in March of 2010, 
CBO estimated that without this dou-
ble counting, the health care law in-
creases the deficit over the first 10 
years and the subsequent decade. 
Under the conventions of accounting, 
it would appear we could have this 
health care plan, at least for 10 years, 
and it would appear that it reduces the 
Federal deficit, but that is because of 
the conventions of a unified budget ac-
counting. The money that comes into 
Medicare—the money that is saved by 
cutting Medicare providers—is Medi-
care money. It is not the Treasury’s 
money to spend on a new health care 
program. It is Medicare’s money. 

So because it looks as though in the 
short run we have an advantage, they 
were able to count it and say, Well, 
money coming in is equal to the money 
going out, but they forget that all of 
the people paying into Medicare off 
their FICA and off their checks each 
week are going to draw that out in the 
long run from this trust fund. Every-

body who is paying in is going to draw 
out all of that money, and more, be-
cause it is unsound actuarially. 

If my colleagues want to see other 
gimmicks, look at the CLASS Act Pro-
gram which they counted on to produce 
$70 billion in premium revenue over its 
first ten 10 years as enrollees began 
paying premiums into the system. The 
program was so actuarially unsound 
that the Secretary of HHS had to no-
tify Congress, as she was required to 
do, that there was ‘‘no viable path for-
ward’’ to implement the CLASS pro-
gram. With that decision, and a lot of 
pressure from some of us in Congress, 
nearly 60 percent of the Democrats 
claimed deficit reduction in the first 10 
years disappeared. We had to eliminate 
that. So that amounted to 60 percent of 
the so-called surplus that would be pro-
duced by the legislation. Those savings 
from the CLASS program were not real 
and should never have been counted in 
the first place. 

The Wall Street Journal called the 
CLASS Program ‘‘a special act of fiscal 
corruption.’’ One of our Democratic 
Members—actually, the chairman of 
the Budget Committee at the time, 
Kent Conrad—said it was a Ponzi 
scheme. In the first 10 years, the num-
bers looked good, but over a period of 
time the money drawn out was going 
to be far greater than ever was put in. 
They claimed to produce $70 billion in 
assets for America when over the life-
time of the program it was a dev-
astating, unsound program that if a 
private insurance company had tried to 
offer it and promote it in that fashion, 
I am sure someone would have gone to 
jail. Absolutely unsound financially. 

Eventually, Congress had no choice 
but to repeal the CLASS Act, this 
bankrupt entitlement program, as part 
of the fiscal cliff bill at the end of last 
year. But the case of the CLASS pro-
gram is but a sign of what is to come 
under the rest of the health care law. 

While the American people always 
knew this health care bill would never 
pay for itself, they did not fully under-
stand how the President and his sup-
porters could insist otherwise. I wish I 
had been able to better explain at the 
time. I tried, but at the time I was not 
successful in penetrating the media 
and the administration’s view that the 
bill would create a surplus for America. 
Maybe we could have stopped the legis-
lation from being rammed through 
Congress if we had been more effective 
on that point. But the facts are crystal 
clear now. 

A report issued by the Government 
Accountability Office—that is our inde-
pendent GAO—in February of this 
year, at my request, revealed that 
under a realistic set of assumptions, 
the health care law is projected to in-
crease the Federal deficit by 0.7 of the 
entire GDP over the next 75 years, an 
amount that is equivalent to $6.2 tril-
lion in today’s dollars. So it would add 
$6.2 trillion in unfunded liabilities to 
the United States of America over the 
lifetime of the program, over the next 

75 years. This estimate excludes debt 
service or interest on the debt caused 
by the shortfall. 

This is an enormous sum, $6.2 tril-
lion. Let’s put it into context. We all 
know Social Security is financially un-
sound. We are in a desperate effort now 
to figure out ways to find the money to 
make Social Security sound so retirees 
can know they are going to get their 
benefits in the future. We all know it 
must be fixed. At the time this health 
care law was enacted, the 75-year un-
funded liability for Social Security was 
$7.7 trillion. In passing this bill, we add 
almost as much unfunded liabilities 
over the next 75 years to the U.S. Gov-
ernment as Social Security. Instead of 
putting Social Security on a sound 
path, this bill added another $6.2 tril-
lion in unfunded liabilities to our debt 
that is almost as large as Social Secu-
rity’s liabilities. 

It is a monumental problem we have 
created for ourselves. We have dug the 
hole deeper financially, which is the 
worst thing we could be doing. The 
first thing we should do is stop digging. 

This finding seems to strike a nerve 
with some supporters of the law, so 
much so that they tried to attack me 
and argue with the GAO, but attacking 
the messenger doesn’t change the facts. 
The GAO report is crucial. It clearly 
answers the question. It sank any va-
lidity to the President’s claim that his 
plan would not ‘‘add one dime to our 
deficits now or at any time in the fu-
ture, period.’’ 

Health care economist Christopher 
Conover at Duke University explained 
that the Government Accountability 
Office’s report did not ‘‘cook the 
books’’ or use ‘‘wacky assumptions.’’ 
According to Professor Conover, GAO’s 
assumptions in this more plausible sce-
nario are a ‘‘carbon copy of those used 
by the Congressional Budget Office, the 
Medicare trustees, the Treasury De-
partment, and the Medicare Actuary in 
their own independently derived long- 
term budget projections.’’ 

Independently derived long-term 
budget projections are the techniques 
that were used in the GAO report, and 
they found $6 trillion added to our 
debt. 

So despite what we were told by the 
proponents of this law, the truth is 
that the President’s health care law 
will further increase the cost of health 
care, it will add to our already 
unsustainable deficits and debt, and, if 
fully implemented, would forever alter 
the relationships not only between pa-
tients and their doctors but between 
the American people and their govern-
ment. Period. 

It has been 31⁄2 years since its pas-
sage, and every day we learn more 
about how the law is harming Ameri-
cans. Here are some of the important 
facts: Jobs. Part-time is the new nor-
mal. Seventy-seven percent of the jobs 
that have been created over the last 
year have been part-time. 

The Investor’s Business Daily has 
kept a running list of employers who 
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are cutting hours and staff levels be-
cause of ObamaCare. Currently, the 
IBD tally of businesses, including large 
firms, affected by ObamaCare is 313. 
This list includes the University of 
Alabama, which announced it was cap-
ping the number of hours students 
could work for the university because 
of ObamaCare. 

Remember, I just indicated 77 per-
cent of the jobs created this year, since 
January—and it hasn’t been that large 
a number—are part-time jobs, and 
every economist tells us without any 
doubt that the President’s health care 
law is driving those decisions by busi-
nesses. It is unprecedented. We have 
never seen this kind of trend. 

The president of the United Food and 
Commercial Workers Union, Joseph 
Hansen, an original supporter of the 
law, recently said that ObamaCare 
would have a ‘‘tremendous impact as 
workers have their hours reduced and 
their incomes reduced.’’ 

ObamaCare penalizes hard work. 
According to a new paper by Casey 

Mulligan, an economics professor at 
the University of Chicago—a premier 
economics department—the marginal 
tax hikes included in ObamaCare add 
up to a 17-percent reduction in the re-
ward for working for median income 
families. This penalty American work-
ers will take will essentially, he says, 
erase all gains in labor productivity 
made over the last decade. 

This health care law has also led to 
the loss of health insurance coverage. 

On Wednesday, the Wall Street Jour-
nal reported that the largest security 
guard provider in the United States— 
Securitas—will stop offering health in-
surance because of ObamaCare. 

We hear that over and over again. 
This report is in addition to other 
major companies that employ millions 
of Americans. These companies include 
Darden Restaurants—owner of Olive 
Garden and Red Lobster—Home Depot, 
and Trader Joe’s. 

Small businesses and their workers 
will be penalized. 

Democratic colleagues have claimed 
that most firms are not subject to 
ObamaCare tax penalties because they 
have less than 50 workers and are 
therefore not subject to the employer 
mandate penalty. But it is not an accu-
rate statement. ObamaCare includes a 
nondeductible fee on insurance pro-
viders that the CBO has warned will 
get passed back to small business own-
ers who pay for the health insurance of 
their employees. It is another tax on 
companies that provide health care to 
their employees. 

I recently received a letter from a 
small business owner in Wetumpka, 
AL, Leesa Williams of Lee’s Auto Re-
pair, to let me know she is already 
being subjected to this tax even though 
her business has only 11 employees. 
She wrote to warn me that if the fee 
continues, she will be forced to re-
evaluate the offer of insurance to the 
small number of people at her repair 
company. 

Costs are increasing, premiums are 
rising, and millions of Americans will 
lose the coverage they have today. 
Workers are having their hours—and 
their paychecks—reduced. Its countless 
regulations are stifling job creation 
and adding uncertainty to the already 
fragile economy. 

The State director of NFIB/Ala-
bama—a small business group in Ala-
bama—says that Washington is doing a 
‘‘lousy job’’ of keeping small businesses 
informed about the law and it will do 
real damage to them. 

So where will it end? When will we 
save ordinary Americans and the 
American economy from this oncoming 
train wreck? 

The administration has taken five 
steps already to delay the implementa-
tion of important parts of this law per-
taining particularly to powerful inter-
est groups that are pushing for delays 
and changes and relief. Many of them 
are getting it—but not John Q. Citizen. 
Big businesses unilaterally have been 
given a break from the law for at least 
1 year. The Administration is consid-
ering a carve-out for Big Labor. 

We need to be considering the overall 
impact of the law on our economy, on 
jobs, on the length of hours that Amer-
icans are working. We need to consider 
that. 

The President’s health care law will 
worsen, not improve, our fiscal out-
look. That is clear. It is hurting our 
economy right now. It is clear. It is 
harming millions of Americans right 
now, and it is growing the size and 
scope of government in a huge leap for-
ward. 

Congress must permanently repeal 
this unworkable law and start over 
with health care reform that will actu-
ally reduce costs and not hurt every-
day Americans in a way that is in the 
classical American tradition of respon-
sibility and limited government. 

I wish through this budget and con-
tinuing resolution process we could 
have forced a real debate on this health 
care law. It is absolutely clear that the 
leadership in this Senate is 
stonewalling and refusing to even ac-
knowledge these problems, will not 
allow amendments or legislation to be 
brought up and voted on that would fix 
this law and make it better and help 
the American economy. 

So this has been an effort by Senator 
CRUZ and others, and I think everybody 
on our side is committed to engage in 
this and to force changes because it 
will not be, it looks like, accepted vol-
untarily. There is no consensus that we 
should even talk about it. Indeed, it is 
the position of the majority that we 
will not allow a full and open debate 
about the way to fix the problems with 
this law. 

So the American people, I hope, will 
continue to relay their views to the 
Members of this body, and as time goes 
by we are going to confront this legis-
lation. We are going to be able to force 
the ability of the American people to 
have their voices heard in this body. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

BALDWIN). The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, as I 

have indicated for the entire week, 
each day that goes by, each hour that 
goes by, each minute that goes by, we 
are that much closer to a government 
shutdown. I have been told that the 
House needs more time to work on 
this. They are saying that maybe what 
we need is an extension of the CR. 

The stock market, the financial com-
munity, the Business Roundtable, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce—all of 
America—80 percent of the American 
people, including 75 percent of Repub-
licans, think what is going on, not tak-
ing care of the finances of this country, 
is absolutely wrong. There is no reason 
to stall this. 

So I ask unanimous consent that at 
6:30 p.m. today there be 1 hour of de-
bate, with the first 40 minutes equally 
divided between proponents and oppo-
nents of the motion to invoke cloture 
and the last 20 minutes reserved for the 
two leaders, with my having the final 
10 minutes, and Senator MCCONNELL 
would speak before me, if he so choos-
es; that upon the use or yielding back 
of time, the Senate proceed to vote on 
the motion to invoke cloture on H.J. 
Res. 59; that if cloture is invoked, all 
postcloture time be yielded back; the 
pending Reid amendment No. 1975 be 
withdrawn; that no other amendments 
be in order; that the majority leader be 
recognized to make a motion to waive 
applicable budget points of order; that 
if a motion to waive is agreed to, the 
Senate proceed to vote in relation to 
the Reid amendment No. 1974; that 
upon disposition of the Reid amend-
ment, the joint resolution be read a 
third time and the Senate proceed to 
vote on passage of the joint resolution, 
as amended, if amended; finally, that 
all after the first vote in this sequence 
of votes be 10-minute votes and there 
be 2 minutes equally divided between 
the votes. 

I will alert everyone, if we get this 
agreement, it means we would have up 
to four votes starting around 7:30 this 
evening. The House would get the bill 
probably tonight or in the morning, as 
soon as it can be processed. 

There would be a vote on cloture on 
H.J. Res. 59, a motion to waive budget 
points of order, the Mikulski-Reid 
amendment No. 1974, and passage of 
H.J. Res. 59, as amended, if amended. 

That is my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. LEE. Madam President, reserv-

ing the right to object, if we were to 
vote tomorrow, if we were to have 
these votes tomorrow, that would rep-
resent the product of waiving two sepa-
rate 30-hour periods—one in connection 
with the motion to proceed, the other 
in connection with the cloture vote on 
the bill. 

The American people are paying at-
tention to this. The American people 
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are watching this. A lot of them have 
expected this might occur Friday or 
Saturday. 

So I ask the question, would the ma-
jority leader be willing to modify the 
request slightly, with the same provi-
sions in place but with the votes to 
occur during tomorrow’s session of the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
majority leader so modify his request? 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I appre-
ciate my friend’s request to modify my 
unanimous consent request. But my re-
sponse to that—reserving the right to 
see if I would accept that—is this: Ev-
eryone in America—everyone—knows 
what the issues are before this body. 

The Mikulski-Reid amendment we 
are going to be required to vote on is 
pretty simple. It says there will be 
nothing dealing with ObamaCare. We 
have changed the date to November 15 
from December 15, and we have gotten 
rid of the ‘‘pay China first.’’ That is it. 
These so-called anomalies—I have met 
with the Republican leader. Staffs have 
gone over that—no problems with that. 

So this is an effort to stall, and I do 
not know why—an effort to stall. It is 
absolutely unfortunate because, I re-
peat, every minute that goes by is 1 
minute closer to a government shut-
down. Because when we finish this, we 
then have to have the American people 
focus on whether we are going to have 
a debt ceiling, whether we are going to 
again crash the economy, as we did the 
last time that threat came. 

Maybe someone thinks they can 
come with their great speaking ability 
tomorrow and change people’s minds. 
Everybody in this body knows how the 
votes are going to go. This is going 
back to the House of Representatives. 
The House of Representatives has 
said—they have said publicly and they 
have said privately—they are going to 
send something back to us. 

I want to make sure, if they do that, 
we have time to process it. Stalling 
until tomorrow means they are not 
going to get it until Sunday. We would 
try our utmost to get it to them to-
night, Friday, rather than sometime 
late Saturday or even maybe—well, we 
could get it to them sometime Satur-
day. They need time. Is this some kind 
of a subterfuge to close the govern-
ment, because that is what is going to 
happen. We are not the House of Rep-
resentatives. We have rules here that 
take a while for us to get places. I un-
derstand my friend from Utah says 
that we have two 30 hours and now we 
are moving this more quickly than the 
rules require. 

Madam President, what the Amer-
ican people see in the Senate—this new 
Senate—is everything is a big stall: 
Never do your work now. Wait until to-
morrow. Maybe I will give this great 
speech that will turn the world around. 

This is senseless. How many times do 
we get the American people—80 percent 
of them—agreeing on anything? They 
think what is going on in this big stall 
is bad for the country—and it is. 

So I do not accept the modification. 
If there is an objection to this, if there 
is an objection to my request, I will 
work it out with the Republican leader 
as to what time we are going to do 
this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, we have 
been willing to compromise. The offer 
that was made by my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Texas yesterday, 
from the floor represented a significant 
compromise. Significantly, I believe it 
was the Senator from Nevada, the ma-
jority leader, who objected to a unani-
mous consent request made yesterday 
by the Senator from Texas to proceed 
with having these votes tomorrow. 

This still represents a significant 
compromise offer—a compromise offer 
that consolidates, collapses two sepa-
rate 30-hour periods required by the 
rules. This is not an unreasonable re-
quest. Moreover, I am not under-
standing what it is about having a vote 
tomorrow morning instead of tonight 
that would make a difference between 
being able to get something to them 
tomorrow, if we pushed it out, versus 
Sunday. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 
not going to dwell on this because I 
want to yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, but I do wish to say this. It is 
as obvious to me—and it is as obvious 
to me as it is to a kindergarten stu-
dent—they did not want a vote yester-
day. The big speeches we heard about 
how if you voted for cloture, you would 
vote to extend ObamaCare—they 
turned around and voted for it. 

This is a big charade that is not get-
ting them where they need to go. They 
want to stop ObamaCare. They want to 
do everything again. They did not even 
want a vote on cloture yesterday. Of 
course, they wanted to skip that and 
just go a couple days so they could talk 
longer. 

People are tired of talking. They 
want us to get something done. The 
government is near the time that it 
will close. As I said this morning, a 
woman who works for the U.S. Park 
Service came to an event I had. She 
lives in Boulder City, NV. She and ev-
erybody who works there are afraid 
they are going to lose their jobs. They 
know what happened last time. They 
were laid off for 29 days and did not get 
paid for it. 

So I yield to my friend from Ten-
nessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I 
wonder if it would be appropriate if I 
were to ask the Senator from Utah a 
question, if he would take a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORKER. This has been a rather 
confusing week, I know. I do not think 

ever in the history of the Senate have 
we had a 21-hour filibuster and then 
the persons carrying out the filibuster 
voted for the issue that they were fili-
bustering. 

I do not think that has happened in 
the history of our country. I just want 
to make sure I understand. I was just 
over at the House. I talked to Members 
of leadership there. They would like to 
get the piece of legislation from the 
Senate over there as quickly as pos-
sible so they could respond. 

I think all of us on this side would 
like to see some changes to the CR, 
changes that we believe to be good pol-
icy. Over on the House side, we have a 
majority of Republicans. I know they 
would like to send back to us some 
changes that I think many of us would 
support. 

In talking earlier with the Senator 
from Texas, it is my understanding 
that the reason he does not want to 
send the bill over to the House, which 
could possibly put in place some very 
good policies for us here, is that he 
wants the American people and the 
outside groups that the Senator has 
been in contact with to be able to 
watch us tomorrow. 

I am just asking the question: Is it 
more important to the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from Utah that 
the people around the country watch 
this vote or is it more important to us 
that we have a good policy outcome 
from our standpoint and actually have 
a body that has a majority of Repub-
licans to be able to react and send back 
something of good policy? 

This is confusing to me because I 
know the leadership there wishes to be 
able to respond as quickly as possible. 
But I am understanding the reason we 
are waiting is the Senators have sent 
out press releases and e-mails and they 
want everybody to be able to watch. It 
does not seem to me that is in our Na-
tion’s interest, nor is it, candidly, in 
the interests of those who want to see 
good policy on the conservative side 
come out of the CR. I wondered if the 
Senator would respond to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. Since the Senator from 
Tennessee has made reference to me, I 
ask unanimous consent that I might 
engage in a colloquy with the Senator 
from Tennessee and the Senator from 
Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. We need a reasonable 
time. I would be happy to, but this is 
not going to be another long perform-
ance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How long 
do the Senators wish to engage in a 
colloquy? 

Mr. CRUZ. I cannot imagine it would 
extend beyond 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I appre-

ciate the comments of the Senator 
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from Tennessee supporting the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. CORKER. I am supporting the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. CRUZ. I know the Senator from 
Tennessee is learned on Senate proce-
dures. I know he must have made a 
misstatement when he, moments ago, 
suggested that those of us who partici-
pated in the filibuster the other day 
somehow changed our position in vot-
ing for the motion to proceed. 

A reason I know the Senator from 
Tennessee is mistaken is because dur-
ing the course of that filibuster, I ex-
plicitly stated I support the motion to 
proceed. I stated that 1 week before the 
filibuster, repeatedly. I have always 
stated that the vote on the motion to 
proceed, the vote on cloture to the mo-
tion to proceed was going to be unani-
mous. Indeed, I would note I offered a 
unanimous consent request during that 
filibuster that we vitiate the cloture 
and all agree to proceed because every-
one in this Chamber—I said I expect 
the vote to be unanimous—everyone in 
this Chamber wants to proceed to this 
bill. 

The Senator from Tennessee being 
learned in Senate procedure knows 
that there is a big difference between 
that vote on Wednesday, which I might 
note, when the vote tally was done 
there for Republicans, I put my—not 
only did I vote yes early, but I put my 
recommendation for every Republican 
to vote yes because, of course, we 
should get on the bill. 

The vote tomorrow on cloture on the 
bill is a very different bill. I know the 
Senator from Tennessee is quite aware 
of that. The vote tomorrow is a vote to 
cut off debate on the bill. So as I said 
during the filibuster 2 days ago, as I 
have said for weeks, it is the vote to-
morrow, cloture on the bill, that mat-
ters because anyone voting tomorrow 
in favor of cloture is voting in favor of 
granting the majority leader the abil-
ity to fund ObamaCare. 

I know my friend from Tennessee un-
derstands that. So I am sure his state-
ment suggesting that the vote on the 
motion to proceed meant anything 
other than what it obviously meant, I 
know that was a statement in error. 

Mr. CORKER. Actually, I appreciate 
this opportunity. What we have before 
us is a bill that defunds ObamaCare. It 
is the bill the House has sent over. So 
the Senator is right. Tomorrow’s vote 
is a vote to end debate in support of ex-
actly what the House of Representa-
tives has sent over. That is confusing 
to a lot of folks, but you are exactly 
right. The House has sent over here 
policy that I actually support; that is, 
defunding the health care bill because 
of the damage it is creating to our 
country. 

I wish the CR number was a little 
number. I wish it was at 967 instead of 
at 988. But that is exactly right. So we 
are going to be cutting off debate on a 
bill that the House Republicans have 
sent over to us. So the Senator is ex-
actly right. That is an important vote. 

That is a vote in support of the House. 
Something in addition. Supporting the 
House would be getting whatever we 
are going to do back over to them so 
they are not jammed. But it is my un-
derstanding again, relative to this vote 
tonight happening tomorrow instead, is 
that my two colleagues whom I respect 
have sent out e-mails around the world 
and turned this into a show, possibly, 
and, therefore, they want people 
around the world to watch maybe them 
and others on the Senate floor, and 
that is taking priority over getting leg-
islation back to the House so they can 
take action before the country’s gov-
ernment shuts down and, by the way, 
causing them possibly to put in place 
again some other good policy. 

Mr. CRUZ. I appreciate the com-
ments of my friend from Tennessee. I 
would note that he suggested this is 
confusing. I guess I do not think it is 
all that confusing. The Senator from 
Tennessee says a vote in favor of clo-
ture is a vote in favor of the House bill 
and in favor of defunding ObamaCare. 
If that is the case, then the question I 
would pose to my friend from Ten-
nessee: Why is majority leader HARRY 
REID going to vote the same way you 
are proposing to vote? Why is every 
Democrat in this Chamber going to 
vote the way you are proposing to 
vote? If this is a vote in favor of 
defunding ObamaCare, is it the sugges-
tion of the Senator from Tennessee 
that the majority leader and the Sen-
ate Democrats are confused about this 
vote? 

Mr. CORKER. I would respond that 
after a 21-hour filibuster yesterday, the 
Senator voted in favor of the thing he 
is filibustering and Senator HARRY 
REID joined the Senator in that too. So 
it seems to me they are very similar. 

Mr. CRUZ. Does the Senator from 
Tennessee dispute that the vote 
Wednesday was a vote to take up the 
bill; whereas, the vote tomorrow will 
be a vote that will do two things—if 
there are 60 votes. If enough Repub-
licans cross the aisle and join majority 
leader HARRY REID and the Democrats, 
it will, No. 1, cut off all debate, and it 
will—No. 2, what makes the vote to-
morrow so significant is the majority 
leader has already filed an amendment. 

That amendment guts the House con-
tinuing resolution and funds 
ObamaCare in its entirety. Given that 
that amendment is pending, and if clo-
ture is invoked that amendment can be 
passed with 51 votes. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee disagree that once clo-
ture is invoked, HARRY REID, the ma-
jority leader, will be able to fund 
ObamaCare with 51 votes? 

Mr. CORKER. I agree the Senate rule 
that is in place allows postcloture 
votes. That 51-vote majority has been 
there for decades and generations. It is 
the same rule we have operated under 
for decades. 

Let me just ask this question: We 
have a bill before us that I support, I 
think the Senator from Texas supports, 
the Senator from Utah supports, I 

think. So my question is: We have a 
bill that we support. The rules of the 
Senate have been here for decades, for 
generations, and for centuries, in many 
cases. Is the Senator thinking the 
House of Representatives would like 
for us to vote against cloture on their 
bill? 

If you think that is what they wish 
for us to do, why is it that they are al-
ready developing language and legisla-
tion to send back over? It seems to me 
they have already indicated they view 
this strategy as a box canyon because 
they understand the Senate rules. It 
looks to me as if they are already de-
veloping language to send something 
back over because even though we are 
in the Senate—I know all three of us 
are relatively new—somehow or an-
other they knew the Senate rules be-
fore they sent it over. 

So I am a little confused. Tell me 
what happens if the Senate were not to 
invoke cloture on a bill that we sup-
port? What then happens? I would like 
to understand. 

Mr. CRUZ. I appreciate that question 
from my friend from Tennessee. There 
are several pieces of it. One, he asked: 
Would the House Republicans like for 
us not to invoke cloture? I can tell the 
Senator this morning I spoke to over a 
dozen House Members who explicitly 
said: It would be fantastic if Senate Re-
publicans could show the same unity 
we did and vote against cloture because 
Majority Leader REID has filed an 
amendment to gut our language. 

I would also note the Senator from 
Tennessee keeps expressing confusion. 
I have to admit, I do not think the 
American people are confused. I would 
ask the Senator from Tennessee, you 
agreed a moment ago, if I understood 
you correctly, that if 60 Senators vote 
in favor of cloture, majority leader 
HARRY REID will be able to fund 
ObamaCare in its entirety. 

Let me ask the counterpart. If 41 Re-
publicans stood together and voted 
against cloture, because we said we do 
not support the amendment that Ma-
jority Leader REID has filed to fund 
ObamaCare—when we told our con-
stituents we opposed ObamaCare we 
meant it. So we are not going to be 
complicit in giving HARRY REID the 
ability to fund ObamaCare. 

Would majority leader HARRY REID 
be able to proceed and fund ObamaCare 
if 41 Republicans stood together 
against cloture? 

Mr. CORKER. The thing is, I think 
the Senator from Texas may be con-
fused. We are not going to be voting on 
the amendment. We have the chance to 
vote on the amendment after the vote 
on cloture. The vote on cloture tomor-
row is a vote on ending debate on a bill 
we support. The amendment that the 
Senator is talking about—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
for the colloquy has expired. 

Is there objection to the unanimous 
consent offered by the majority leader? 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I requested to 
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modify the request made by the major-
ity leader and he turned that down. In 
light of the fact that he turned it 
down, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The assistant majority leader. 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, what 

we just witnessed was an effort by Sen-
ator HARRY REID to move the votes— 
the critical votes—on keeping the gov-
ernment open to this evening. What we 
have just heard from the Republican 
side of the aisle is they want to stall 
and delay this even more. 

It is not just a matter of losing a leg-
islative day in the Senate—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is still under the control of the Repub-
licans. 

Mr. DURBIN. How much time—I 
know there was time yielded by Sen-
ator REID to the Republican side for 
Senator GRASSLEY. How much time is 
remaining at this point on the Repub-
lican side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The al-
ternating time occurs at 4:30 p.m. 

Mr. DURBIN. At 4:30, then the Demo-
crats are recognized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DURBIN. What time is it now? 
Would the Chair take notice? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 4:29. 
Senators are reminded to address each 
other in the third person, not by their 
first and last names. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Madam President, if I 

could, I would just like to say in re-
sponse to my good friend from Illinois, 
it is not the Republican side asking to 
stall. We only have two Republican 
Senators who are wanting to push this 
off. 

So I do not want that to be 
mischaracterized. If I could, I wish to 
say it is my understanding that the 
reason we are putting this off is be-
cause they would like for people 
around the country whom they have 
notified to be able to watch. So it is 
that process of making sure everyone 
watches that I think is slowing this 
down. It is not the entire Republican 
side. I think most Republicans—I know 
all Republicans other than two would 
actually like to give the House the op-
portunity to respond in an appropriate 
way. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 

hour is controlled by the majority. 
The assistant majority leader. 
Mr. DURBIN. Let me start by ac-

knowledging what the Senator from 
Tennessee just said. 

I have worked with Senator CORKER 
on so many issues, bipartisan issues, 
and I salute him for his efforts to try 
to find bipartisan solutions. What he 
said is indicative of the problem we 
face now. 

Two Senators—and it is their right 
under the Senate rules—the Senator 
from Utah and the junior Senator from 
Texas, have decided that they wish to 

delay this another day. They want to 
stall this another day. It isn’t only los-
ing a legislative day; it is more. 

Look how long it took us to bring up 
the House continuing resolution. If I 
am not mistaken, they voted on it last 
Friday. We are thinking about voting 
on it tomorrow, 7 days later. 

It tells you that the Senate rules, 
even at their best, with one Member 
objecting, can mean that measures 
take a long time. Ordinarily, it means 
we waste time, but this time it is criti-
cally more important because the gov-
ernment will not be funded. 

Tuesday morning, all across America 
we will not fund the government be-
cause of the actions just taken on the 
floor of the Senate by Senator CRUZ of 
Texas and Senator LEE of Utah. They 
are trying to slow this down and create 
a political crisis. 

They are playing high stakes poker 
with other people’s money. The victims 
of this political crisis will not be the 
Senators and House Members. It will be 
a lot of innocent people, a lot of work-
ers across America, who only want to 
get up and do their work for the gov-
ernment to make this the greatest na-
tion on Earth. 

Some of them are risking their lives 
in uniform. They will be paid, but their 
paychecks will be delayed. What it 
means is they have to contact their 
wives and spouses back home Tues-
day—if this delay by Senator CRUZ and 
Senator LEE continues—they will have 
to contact them and say: Honey, it 
may be a little difficult this pay pe-
riod. It doesn’t look like we are going 
to get a paycheck because Congress has 
shut down the government. 

There are others too, all across 
America, thousands of them, doing 
their work for this government at the 
FBI and at intelligence agencies that 
will go dark. Why have we reached this 
point? Why do these two Senators—two 
Senators—think this is in the best in-
terests of the United States of Amer-
ica? 

We have heard reports from econo-
mists, this cannot help our Nation, 
shutting down the government and 
failing to extend the debt ceiling. We 
are going to find ourselves in a position 
where this economy is going to start to 
stall. 

People will start searching their sav-
ings accounts and notice their invest-
ments are going down in value. Why? 
Because two Republican Senators in-
sisted that we couldn’t speed up this 
vote and move this process forward to 
solve this problem. 

The best explanation they can give 
us is they have notified their friends in 
the media and those on the e-mail to 
stay tuned for Friday. Friday is going 
to be the big day, their big day in the 
Sun. So they are delaying our actions 
here for a full day so that they can get 
adequate publicity for what they are 
about to do. 

This is not in the best interests of 
the Senate and it is surely not in the 
best interests of the United States of 
America. 

I listened to Senator REID. He made 
an effort to come forward and expedite 
this process. There are people outside 
this door who warned us not to do that. 
They said: If you send this back to the 
House, it gives them time to do some-
thing. 

Senator REID has said from the start: 
We will not be party to delaying this 
critically important decision. There is 
too much at stake. We are going to 
move this through as quickly as we 
can, and we have. 

At this point now, it is on the shoul-
ders of those two Senators, those two 
tea party Republican Senators, who 
have decided that they want to close 
down the government or at least come 
closer to running the risk of closing 
down this government. 

That isn’t in the best interests of 
dealing with the issues that face Amer-
ica. 

My job on the Senate Appropriations 
Committee is to be the chair of one of 
the most important subcommittees, 
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee. I never dreamed I would 
have this responsibility. But with the 
passing of a genuine American hero, 
Daniel Inouye of Hawaii, this mantel 
fell on my shoulders. Almost 60 percent 
of all domestic discretionary funds 
spent by the Federal Government go 
through this one subcommittee. 

There is a lot of hard work involved 
in putting the appropriation together. 
But when you consider the responsi-
bility we have, it is even more substan-
tial. This appropriation supports our 
men and women in uniform and the Na-
tion’s intelligence agencies that keep 
our country safe. 

I wish to state what a government 
shutdown is going to mean to them. A 
government shutdown is going to mean 
a lot of hardship. I mentioned earlier 
uniformed troops calling their spouses 
to say: We are not going to get our pay-
checks on time this month. Try to 
make do if you need it. 

This is something totally necessary 
and something brought on by an action 
on the floor of the Senate just minutes 
ago by Republican Senators. 

There are more than 700,000 civilian 
employees in the Department of De-
fense, and half of them will be sent 
home immediately Tuesday morning— 
sent home. 

Men and women who work at mili-
tary installations and in the Pentagon 
will be sent home from work. Over 80 
percent of Department of Defense civil-
ians work outside of the Pentagon, in-
cluding 12,000 of them who work in my 
State. They will be given notice on 
Tuesday morning: You have to go 
home. Why? Because there was a prom-
ise made for some publicity on Friday 
by a couple of Senators. 

That is unacceptable. 
A substantial number of these hard- 

working men and women are going to 
be furloughed. They already face fur-
lough because of a sequester. If we 
allow this government to shut down, 
once again, they will have to figure out 
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how to make ends meet. Men and 
women who were trying to keep us safe 
in this country, many of them risking 
their lives, are now going to be pawns 
in this political game. It is an uncon-
scionable breach of faith. 

The risk to national security im-
posed by a shutdown is not confined to 
the military. It will cripple our intel-
ligence community. These men and 
women serve as our country’s first line 
of defense. We rely on these agencies to 
warn us of threats, to prevent terrorist 
attacks, and inform leaders making 
critical, national security decisions. 

The intelligence community work-
force, overwhelmingly made up of civil-
ians, the greatest portion of them will 
be furloughed because of a government 
shutdown, a government shutdown that 
is totally unnecessary brought on by 
the House Republicans and two Senate 
Republicans. This shutdown will be 
quick, and the principal agencies will 
largely go dark within 4 to 8 hours of a 
shutdown order. 

In America, these intelligence agen-
cies that keep us safe are going to go 
dark because of this political strategy. 
If the government shuts down, all DOD 
work will stop on weapons and equip-
ment maintenance not directly related 
to war. Bases will not be maintained, 
but you will see a degradation of facili-
ties. We will see massive disruptions 
all across the country. 

The Rock Island Arsenal in my State 
is a critical arsenal that supports more 
than 54,000 Active, Reserve, and retired 
military. The arsenal is the largest em-
ployer in the Illinois-Iowa region with 
more than 7,500 employees and more 
than 70 Federal and commercial ten-
ants. The facility adds $1 billion to the 
local economy, supporting 14,000 jobs in 
the region. 

A government shutdown will throw 
production schedules at Rock Island 
into chaos as orders get cut back and 
civilians sit at home under furlough. I 
cannot imagine going to these men and 
women and saying: The reason you 
have had this furlough and can’t come 
to work is because two Senators de-
cided they needed some publicity on 
Friday. Putting the arsenal’s capabili-
ties at risk degrades the defense indus-
trial base. It jeopardizes our national 
and local economy. 

The same thing is true at Scott Air 
Force Base. In a shutdown, its 5,000 ci-
vilian employees would experience the 
same loss of pay as everybody else. 
Scott’s 5,500 active duty military per-
sonnel and their families would have to 
get by on savings and reserves while 
they wait for reimbursement with later 
paychecks. 

When we go through these lists—and 
the lists are long—one thinks how to-
tally unnecessary it is. Senator REID 
has come to the floor repeatedly to tell 
you what the American people think. 
Eighty percent of the American people 
think this is foolish and wasteful. Sev-
enty-five percent of Republicans have 
given up on this strategy. 

Yet a handful of willful Members of 
the House and Senate decided they are 

going to keep going down this road. I 
hope they will have some revelations in 
the next few minutes or hours, maybe 
overnight. I hope they will reconsider 
what they have done, the risk they are 
putting this country in. 

It is not appropriate, it is not fair. I 
have listened to them try to explain 
how they can have a filibuster for 21 
hours and then turn around and unani-
mously vote for the next item up on 
business. It may be an argument that 
the Senator from Texas thinks he un-
derstands clearly. Most Americans 
don’t understand what he was saying 
for 21 hours and then turning around 
and voting overwhelmingly to move 
forward on the bill. 

I wish to make one thing clear before 
we go any further. ObamaCare as we 
know it is already funded. Senator 
HARRY REID is not going to be funding 
ObamaCare; it is already funded, and it 
will be. It will be under appropriations 
bills that we pass in CRs. This notion 
that he is going to somehow do some-
thing sinister—let me remind critics 
that we brought this to a vote in the 
Senate, one of the most historic votes, 
painful votes. 

Senator REID may remember when 
our colleague Senator Ted Kennedy 
was brought here on the floor of the 
Senate to vote for the Affordable Care 
Act. The man was literally dying of 
cancer, but this meant so much to him 
that he came down here for the vote at 
great personal risk and sacrifice. It was 
great to see his smiling face come 
through that door again, but we knew 
we would never see him again and we 
didn’t. 

That is the kind of sacrifice that was 
made. The votes were taken. Then in 
the next presidential election there 
was a referendum for ObamaCare. The 
American people were clear. They re-
elected President Obama. They re-
jected Governor Romney’s promise to 
repeal ObamaCare. 

These Members, at least two of them, 
can’t accept the verdict of history. 
They continue to want to fight this 
battle. As I have said, they are fighting 
it at the expense of a lot of innocent 
people across America, at the expense 
of some of the best workers in the 
world. Those in military uniform and 
those in the civilian capacity do a 
great job for us every single day. 

Picking on them, deciding to make 
them the object of this political exer-
cise, is beneath us as a great institu-
tion. 

Let me close by saying this. I will 
give credit to Senator CRUZ when he 
was doing his 21 hours. I asked him 
point blank: So you want to eliminate 
the protection in ObamaCare that says 
that health insurance companies can’t 
discriminate against children and fam-
ilies that have preexisting conditions? 

He said: Yes, I do. I want to elimi-
nate all of them. 

I said: You want to eliminate the 
provision that says you can’t limit the 
coverage in health insurance policies 
so people will have enough money for 

serious illness, cancer therapy and sur-
gery? 

I want to eliminate it all, he said. 
You want to eliminate that protec-

tion for families to keep their kids on 
their own health insurance policies up 
to age 26—young people looking for 
jobs who may not have health insur-
ance—you want to eliminate that too? 

I want to eliminate every bit of it. 
He was consistent—consistently 

wrong—because he fails to understand 
what working families across America 
face every single day, what 50 million 
uninsured Americans face with no pro-
tection, no peace of mind. 

God forbid he ever spends a moment 
as the parent of a sick child without 
health insurance. I have been there. 
You never want that experience in 
your life for yourself or anybody else. 

I asked Senator CRUZ to tell us about 
his own personal health insurance 
since he decided he is going to be the 
arbiter on health insurance for the rest 
of America and for Congress. He won’t 
give me a straight answer on how he 
has his own health insurance for his 
family. I think he owes that to us. He 
has told us a lot about his great fam-
ily—and there are some wonderful sto-
ries—but when it comes to this issue, 
he ought to tell us. 

Where does he get his health insur-
ance? Who pays for it? What is the em-
ployer’s contribution? What is the tax 
deduction taken by your employer, if 
any, for your health insurance? These 
are legitimate questions. 

He has raised these questions about 
millions of families across America. He 
said: They are just fine. We can do 
without ObamaCare. 

Let us hear his explanation of how he 
protects his family when it comes to 
health insurance. I don’t think that is 
an unreasonable question. After all, he 
is the one who raised the issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. I wish to speak for a mo-

ment about manufacturing. As you 
know, I am passionate about manufac-
turing, about the good-quality jobs 
manufacturing brings to our commu-
nities. 

What I am also passionate about is 
that this body needs to stop manufac-
turing crisis. 

What we just heard in the last few 
minutes was an exchange between my 
friend, the Senator from Tennessee, 
and two of his colleagues, the Senators 
from Texas and Utah, that summarized 
that what has happened in this Cham-
ber today is the extension of a manu-
factured crisis, a purely artificial ex-
tension that is continuing, as the Sen-
ator from Illinois said in great detail 
and with great insight, to put at risk 
our recovering economy, our men- and 
women-at-arms, and our Nation’s 
standing in the world. This is a wholly 
manufactured crisis without purpose. 

It seems to me in the 3 years I have 
been here in the Senate—it feels an 
awful lot like Groundhog Day. I was 
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sitting in that very chair presiding 
over this body as we were closing in on 
a government shutdown when I had 
only been here for a few months. 

I have never forgotten getting a mes-
sage from a constituent at home. Her 
husband was at that very moment serv-
ing our Nation flying Medevac missions 
in Afghanistan. I got a simple note: 

Is it possible that because you all can’t do 
your jobs that my husband and I won’t be 
getting a paycheck next week while he does 
his job for our Nation overseas? 

We have, in the 3 years I have been 
here, seen needless fights, a near de-
fault on our Nation’s debt, a near 
defunding of our Federal Government’s 
operation. Today we see not a dif-
ference of meaning but a difference 
purely of substance and style—purely 
of superficial style. 

As the Senator from Tennessee point-
ed out, the objection to the majority 
leader’s request that we proceed now to 
a vote was purely for the convenience 
of two Senators who have sent out a lot 
of press releases and who want more 
attention. We can’t continue to play 
chicken with the American people, the 
American economy, and continuing the 
services of the Federal Government. 

I know my colleague, the Senator 
from Louisiana, who is one of the lead-
ers from the Appropriations Com-
mittee, is here to offer some insight 
and comments about the value of ap-
propriations, about the great work our 
chair Senator MIKULSKI has led us in 
this year. 

There are so many other ways that 
this manufactured crisis is just the lat-
est in a series of disappointing failures 
to lead by a few of our colleagues. The 
chair has allowed us to go through sub-
committee markups and full com-
mittee markups on 11 appropriations 
subcommittee bills. If those bills could 
be taken up and passed on this floor, 
we could fix a lot of the things that 
challenge our Nation. 

I yield the floor to the Senator from 
Louisiana so she might inform this 
body about some of the important 
work that she, in her subcommittee on 
the Appropriations Committee, on 
which I am honored to serve, has been 
able to do this year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
for yielding for a question. I appreciate 
his leadership as an appropriator. 

Senator MIKULSKI was on the floor 
earlier today, the leader of our com-
mittee and the debate about how much 
to spend and what we should spend our 
money on. Does the Senator under-
stand that that could be done and it is 
done in the appropriations process? 
And if we could just get past this man-
ufactured crisis we could actually ac-
complish what many Senators want to 
do, which is to discuss the level of 
spending? We can’t even get there be-
cause we are stuck in a manufactured 
crisis by the Senator from Texas. 

Is that the sense of my colleague as 
to where we are? 

Mr. COONS. That is absolutely my 
understanding. My friend the Senator 
from Louisiana knows better than any-
one that the role of the Appropriations 
Committee and its subcommittees is to 
perform oversight, to weed through 
programs in the Federal Government, 
and to strengthen and support those 
that are effective and making a dif-
ference, but to narrow or shut down or 
trim those that aren’t. If we continue 
to lurch from crisis to crisis, from 
short-term continuing resolution to 
continuing resolution, we will never 
get that good work done. 

Madam President, I welcome any fur-
ther comments my colleague would 
like to make about what the Sub-
committee on Homeland Security of 
the Appropriations Committee has 
made possible, and why that matters, 
what difference that makes to the peo-
ple of Louisiana and of our country. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator, 
and let me, if I could, Madam Presi-
dent, say a few words about the bill I 
have the privilege and the responsi-
bility of chairing—the Homeland Secu-
rity bill. This is a $42 billion appropria-
tions bill. I am very proud to say I 
have worked with my Republican col-
league, the Senator from Indiana DAN 
COATS over the last 6 months to draft 
and fashion a bill. 

In many public meetings, in public 
forums at the appropriations sub-
committee level and at the appropria-
tions full committee level, our bill was 
negotiated in good faith—Republicans 
and Democrats compromising over im-
portant issues such as: How many bor-
der agents should we have, how many 
security agents should we have on our 
border, how many detention beds can 
taxpayers afford, how many do the Re-
publicans want, how many do the 
Democrats want, what are some of the 
important aspects of immigration re-
form and how do we build a techno-
logically superior border that allows 
trade and commerce but keeps out ter-
rorists and people who are undocu-
mented and who do not have the proper 
certification to come into the country. 

That is what we, who ran for public 
office, wanted to get here to work on, 
not to sit in an empty Chamber with 
people who, because they can’t get 
their way 100 percent of the time, all 
the time, want to shut down the proc-
ess. 

So as chair of the Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security, I most certainly 
can add my voice to the appropriators 
and to Members who say: It is time to 
move on. So let us do so. 

But before I get into the specifics, I 
wanted to say a word about an issue 
that is critical to Louisiana and to 
States such as Texas—Senator CRUZ’s 
home State. You would never know 
this, because I don’t think he said a 
word about this issue in the 22 hours he 
was on the floor, but I know a little 
something about Texas, my neigh-
boring State. I know a lot about Mis-
sissippi, Alabama, and Florida, from 
the gulf coast. I have represented my 

State for now almost 18 years in the 
Senate and grew up along the gulf 
coast. 

I want to make sure everybody un-
derstands that in 14 days there are 
going to be over 1 million people in the 
United States—many in Texas, many 
in Louisiana, many in Florida, some in 
Massachusetts, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera—who are going to basically see 
the value of their home, the equity in 
their home, go poof—poof. Whether 
their equity might have been $200,000 
this week or $400,000 or $600,000 or $2 
million, this is an equal opportunity 
destroyer. 

This is because last year Congress 
passed the Biggert-Waters bill, which 
was supposed to fix the National Flood 
Insurance Program. It was supposed to 
fix it—make it sustainable, make it go 
from the red to the black, make the 
deficit go away, help the program to be 
more sustainable. I understand that. 
The problem is the way the bill was 
passed it is going to, in a few days, lit-
erally go poof for people who thought 
they had equity in their home because 
of a provision in the Biggert-Waters 
flood insurance bill. 

That provision basically says this: 
When you put your home up for sale— 
when you sell your home—the grand-
fathered rate that was attached to 
your home for flood insurance is imme-
diately dispensed with. So anyone sell-
ing their home who happens to have a 
subsidized flood insurance rate, which 
is lower than the private market, for 
good reason—which I will explain in a 
minute—their house becomes value-
less. 

Let me repeat this. This is not about 
flood insurance going up, this is not 
about losing your job, it is not about 
not being able to show up for work be-
cause the government shuts down, 
which is a big problem. But this is a 
real big problem for 1 million families 
because the house they have paid for, 
that they have lived in and thought 
they had some equity in so they could 
retire on that equity or send their kids 
to college is, poof, gone. 

I would like to focus on fixing that 
problem. I know there are many people 
in Texas who would like it fixed as 
well, because when I go over there, I 
hear from them. When I go to Lou-
isiana, and Mississippi, and Florida, I 
hear from people. But we can’t even get 
to a flood insurance bill because we are 
on the floor talking about an issue that 
is completely manufactured. 

This is not manufactured, ladies and 
gentlemen. The flood insurance issue is 
real. The flood insurance bill is a bill 
that actually passed and we have only 
14 days to fix a part of it. 

At 5 o’clock, in 5 minutes, I am going 
to a meeting in Senator MERKLEY’s of-
fice, who is chair of a subcommittee, 
and we are going to try and work on 
this. But to do this we need coopera-
tion. We need cooperation from all of 
our Members to say: Well, that might 
not be a problem in my State, but I can 
understand what Senator LANDRIEU is 
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saying and I can understand what some 
of the Republicans are saying. Let’s see 
what we can do to fix this so people’s 
equity does not vanish into thin air 
and cause lots of pain and suffering. 

But as I say, we can’t even talk about 
real issues because we have to talk 
about a manufactured crisis. 

I see some of my colleagues on the 
floor, and I know they understand the 
chairman asked us to come and talk 
for a few minutes about our appropria-
tions bills, so I will try to do this in 4 
minutes, because when Senator MIKUL-
SKI asks you to do something, you need 
to go ahead and do it. So I need to put 
this in the RECORD for my Homeland 
Security bill. 

As I understand it, this government 
shutdown could happen because, as has 
been explained, we have two or three or 
four or five—not many—Senators who 
have decided to manufacture a crisis 
about the continuing resolution and 
paying our bills, which we owe. 

Every responsible, nondeadbeat per-
son in the world pays their bills, and I 
don’t know why we can’t. But anyway, 
because of that, the Homeland Security 
bill we have worked on, which has been 
negotiated, may I say, without dis-
agreement—I mean, this is kind of un-
heard of. Let me say, we had disagree-
ments, but we worked them out. There 
were different views but we worked 
them out. We had big things to work 
out, such as this big new project being 
built in Kansas. I was not very sup-
portive of it, but I had to listen a lot, 
I had to think, I had to negotiate, and 
I ended up putting a big project in this 
bill that I didn’t 100 percent go along 
with, but I was convinced by colleagues 
for different reasons—and the White 
House weighed in, and others—to com-
promise. 

The bottom line is I have a $42 billion 
bill that supports our borders, that 
keeps commerce going, and that keeps 
FEMA going. We have a terrible flood 
to deal with in Colorado, and I see the 
Senator from Colorado and the Senator 
from Minnesota are both here, and 
they absolutely know what floods are 
all about. FEMA is trying to operate 
there. What do we tell people there on 
Monday? Sorry, we can’t come help 
you get back into your home, get your 
children in school, get this hospital 
built again? 

We have phones to answer, we have 
people to serve, we have borders to se-
cure, we have trade to move next week, 
and shutting down the government is 
simply not what we should be doing. 
We should be fixing it, making it more 
efficient, saving money where we can, 
and serving the 350 million people in 
this country and around the world who 
depend on the American government to 
function. 

In conclusion, let me say this. I had 
Marriott Corporation tell me today— 
Marriott, an excellent company, but 
conservative leaning from their top— 
Senator, would you please say, when 
you can, that the government is our 
biggest customer? When people think 

of government, they think only of gov-
ernment jobs. The Federal Government 
is the largest customer of Marriott 
Corporation, one of the largest cor-
porations in the country. We buy a lot 
of goods and services from them. When 
we shut down, when we hesitate, when 
we don’t operate with confidence, it af-
fects every business in the world. If 
Marriott is going to take a big hit, 
imagine the hit smaller companies 
take, that can’t take that hit or that 
break? 

So on behalf of Marriott and on be-
half of other companies that are going 
to get hit, please realize the govern-
ment has a lot of impact on the private 
sector, and it is not fair to hurt our 
economy or any business—large, small, 
conservative, liberal, or moderate. 

Last week, Mark Zandi of Moody’s 
testified that a 3–4 week shutdown 
would reduce real GDP by 1.4 percent. 
This would be a devastating step back-
wards. In the second quarter of 2013, 
our GDP grew by 2.5 percent, more 
than doubling the 1.1 percent growth in 
GDP in the first quarter of 2013. And 
numerous studies have reported that, 
based on past experience, ‘‘turning out 
the Federal government’s lights’’ 
would cost us $100 million each day. 
The hostage-taking approach of the 
House majority threatens such a shut-
down and puts our economic viability 
at risk. We must do better. 

A government shutdown would have 
devastating consequences on hundreds 
of thousands of people in Louisiana. Of 
the 31,000 Federal employees in my 
State, 18,000 would be temporarily fur-
loughed by a shutdown. That is 58% of 
the Federal employees in my State 
that would be out of the job. More than 
24,000 active Louisiana military and ci-
vilian personnel and 320,000 Louisiana 
veterans could see much needed pay-
checks and benefits delayed. 

Social Security services would also 
be significantly disrupted, which would 
have major implications for the 860,000 
social security beneficiaries in Lou-
isiana. New claims wouldn’t be proc-
essed and the social security help line, 
which many of our seniors rely on, 
would not be able to take calls. 

In just 4 days during the 1995 shut-
down, 112,000 claims for Social Security 
retirement and disability benefits were 
not taken and 800,000 callers were de-
nied service on the Social Security Ad-
ministration’s 800 number. Constitu-
ents of mine, like Susan Crandall, rely 
heavily on the Social Security Offices 
in Louisiana. Ms. Crandall uses the So-
cial Security Office in Alexandria as a 
lifeline. A government shutdown would 
force her to search for help elsewhere. 
For her and others living in my State, 
this just isn’t feasible. 

A shutdown would also harm Lou-
isiana students. More than 7,800 Lou-
isiana students rely on work-study pro-
grams and 4,600 receive Federal loans 
to help pay for school. If there is a gov-
ernment shutdown, colleges and uni-
versities across Louisiana would not be 
able to disburse these funds to stu-
dents. 

The Small Business Administration 
would stop processing new loans, pre-
venting nearly 420,000 small businesses 
in Louisiana from getting the credit 
they need. 

The Federal Housing Administration 
has helped almost 10,000 mortgage 
holders in Louisiana thus far this year. 
If we allow a shutdown to happen, the 
FHA would not be able to process new 
loans, leaving aspiring homeowners out 
in the cold. Many potential home-
owners in Louisiana are already hesi-
tant to purchase because of the fear of 
flood insurance going up, and this will 
only add to their stress. 

One of the core missions of the Ap-
propriations Committee—and of Con-
gress at large—is to make sure our 
Federal government continues to oper-
ate soundly. By adopting the con-
tinuing resolution that the House 
passed last week, with its poison pills 
that defund the Affordable Care Act 
and play favorites with which bills we 
pay, we would be failing the American 
people. We need to do our work to 
make sure the Federal government re-
mains open and continue to fund imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act. 
It is the law of the land. Anything less 
is ill conceived. 

And let me just say this. Operating 
the government on continuing resolu-
tions is a failure in itself. I am dis-
appointed, as I know Senator MIKULSKI 
is too, that we find ourselves in this 
position. When we pass CRs, we put the 
Nation on autopilot and fly blindly. In-
stead of passing the 12 appropriation 
bills that set priorities and invest in 
America’s future, we fund yesterday’s 
priorities instead. 

As the chairman of the Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Subcommittee, I 
hear every day * * * firsthand how im-
portant it is to keep our country safe 
and secure are at stake. Within the 
past year, our Nation has experienced a 
substantial rise in diverse attacks. If 
DHS continues to be funded at the 2013 
post sequester level, we would not be 
able to adequately address or respond 
to these events. For example: 

While we were all horrified by how 
simple, homemade explosives could 
wreak such havoc at the Boston mara-
thon this year, we saw how critical it 
was that law enforcement and first re-
sponders have the proper training and 
equipment to respond to these inci-
dents. 

Years of robust grant funding for our 
first responders paid off in this in-
stance. However, under sequester, 
grant funding would be at the lowest 
level since DHS was formed 10 years 
ago. If a government shutdown were to 
occur, all activity intended to help 
build State and local resiliency would 
cease. 

Our cyber networks are under con-
stant attack. There are 6 million 
probes or attacks on U.S. government 
networks each day, and among the 
attackers are 140 foreign spy organiza-
tions. Let me share some recent exam-
ples. Earlier this month the Syrian 
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Electronic Army defaced the Marine 
Corps website and hacked into numer-
ous print media websites. We also 
heard news reports of large-scale espio-
nage acts perpetrated by a group of 
highly sophisticated hackers for hire 
operating in China. Cyber attacks 
breach our government, military, and 
private networks to steal information, 
including valuable corporate secrets. 
All of our combined Federal resources 
are needed to strengthen safeguards on 
our data and detect these malicious ef-
forts before they can disrupt critical 
government and financial networks. 
Without the $108 million increase re-
quested in fiscal year 2014 for cyberse-
curity, DHS would defer implementa-
tion of the intrusion detection system 
for civilian Federal programs, known 
as Einstein, by 1 year; and delay expan-
sion of cyber-attack information-shar-
ing with States, leaving 19 without ac-
cess to timely data. A shutdown or 
continued sequester will threaten 
progress in this area. 

In the wake of serious chemical plant 
incidents in West, TX and in Ascension 
Parish, LA, this summer, we are re-
minded that chemical safety and secu-
rity is imperative, for citizens and first 
responders. In the hands of terrorists, 
chemical attacks could cause wide-
spread devastation and loss of life. The 
DHS inspection program to prevent 
wrongdoers from gaining access to 
harmful chemicals has reduced risk by 
40 percent. But there are still 4,300 fa-
cilities for which DHS has the responsi-
bility to ensure a security program is 
completed and maintained. We cannot 
afford to delay this important work by 
underinvesting in it, but that is ex-
actly what would happen under a se-
quester level. 

The existence of thousands of poorly 
secured commercial radioactive 
sources globally poses an ongoing chal-
lenge to our national security. We con-
tinue to face the threat of a weapon of 
mass destruction or dirty bomb being 
detonated in one of our cities or ports. 
A radiological attack would incite 
mass panic, shut down our major trans-
portation systems, and cause severe 
economic damage. We cannot afford to 
stand meekly by. The Department of 
Homeland Security program called Se-
curing the Cities, which is a partner-
ship with State and local governments, 
is designed to detect and prevent a nu-
clear attack in our highest risk cities. 
New York has been the test bed for this 
program over the past few years; but it 
is now expanding to other major cit-
ies—Los Angeles being the next loca-
tion. We need to ensure that this ex-
pansion is funded, not suspended. 

For 4 years in a row, the Department 
of Homeland Security has had to tight-
en its belt and operate with reduced 
funding. The impacts of sequestration 
have made it worse. Let me highlight 
just a few examples of why sequestra-
tion has been harmful and why it will 
be particularly damaging to DHS under 
a long-term continuing resolution: 

The Coast Guard has operated its sur-
face and air assets 25 percent below 

planned levels under sequestration. 
This has resulted in 35 percent reduc-
tion in drug seizures and a 22 percent 
reduction in interdiction of undocu-
mented migrants. 

Customs and Border Protection 
would not be able to hire any of the 
new officers for our air, land, and sea 
ports of entry requested in the fiscal 
year 2014 budget. This is bad for travel 
and trade. Travel volume to the U.S. is 
up 12 percent since 2009, and is expected 
to grow 4–5 percent in each of the next 
5 years. In 2011, international travelers 
to the U.S. generated a trade surplus of 
$43 billion—that set a U.S. travel and 
tourism record. Without these new offi-
cers, we could once again see spikes in 
wait times during the spring at gate-
way airports such as New York, Los 
Angeles, Houston, Chicago, Dallas, and 
Miami. In fiscal year 2013 under seques-
ter, wait times for arriving passengers 
at these airports rose over 4 hours on 
multiple occasions. We must ensure the 
United States is open for business, or 
else travelers will take their business 
elsewhere. 

Similarly, CBP would not be able to 
sustain current operations in fiscal 
year 2014 because the agency will not 
have access to $110 million in fees col-
lected under the Colombia Free Trade 
agreement. Without these funds, CBP 
would have to, No. 1, rely on furloughs 
of up to 16 days per employee to close 
the gap; No. 2, likely be forced to com-
mence an agency-wide hiring pause for 
front-line personnel; and No. 3, fall 
below the Congressionally mandated 
staffing levels for CBP officers and 
Border Patrol agents. This will have 
the negative impact of longer lines at 
our ports, slower processing and in-
spection of food and other products en-
tering our country, and fewer illegal 
aliens being apprehended and removed 
at our borders. 

DHS would not be able to implement 
safeguards to prevent unauthorized re-
lease of classified information. 
Vulnerabilities in the existing system 
were highlighted in the Wikileaks re-
leases and the more recent disclosures 
by Edward Snowden. There was no 
funding in fiscal year 2013 for this type 
of activity so DHS’s classified data will 
not be adequately protected without 
fiscal year 2014 funding. 

Critical infrastructure protection ef-
forts would be hindered. For example, 
without the $34 million above the fiscal 
year 2013 sequester level, inspections of 
chemical plants to prevent 
weaponization by terrorists will be de-
layed. Funding to better coordinate 
Federal chemical programs—in the 
wake of the West, Texas facility explo-
sion—will not be provided. Increases to 
prevent catastrophic impacts to crit-
ical infrastructure during manmade or 
natural disasters will be eliminated. 

And lastly, on the administrative 
side, just last week DHS Undersecre-
tary for Management, Rafael Borras, 
testified in front of the House Home-
land Security Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Management about the dif-

ficulties of managing multiyear acqui-
sition programs under a never-ending 
string of continuing resolutions. While 
I agree that is challenging, what is 
worse than a short-term spending bill 
at sequester levels, would be a govern-
ment shutdown. Even a short lapse in 
funding has the potential to drive up 
costs across the entire DHS acquisition 
portfolio. 

Because of these impacts, it is crit-
ical that we conference our fiscal year 
2014 Senate bills with our House coun-
terparts that we can address the weak-
nesses that continuing to operate at se-
questration levels would entail. A con-
ference would also ensure a necessary 
delay to flood insurance rate increases 
since the House and Senate Homeland 
Security bills contain identical lan-
guage on this issue. Time and time 
again, Senators have heard from their 
constituents about the skyrocketing 
increases in flood insurance rates. 
Many homeowners throughout the 
United States will see their rates rise 
to unaffordable levels. For example, up 
to 2.9 million policies nationwide could 
see their previously grandfathered 
rates become absolutely unaffordable. 
While data for each homeowner is still 
incomplete, one resident in my State of 
Louisiana could see rates increase from 
$633 to over $20,000 per year. That 
makes homeownership unachievable 
for many Americans and traps others 
in houses that they cannot sell. 

Exacerbating the damage caused by 
irresponsible funding levels under the 
sequester is the looming threat of a po-
litically-motivated Federal govern-
ment shutdown. While most—about 84 
percent—Department of Homeland Se-
curity employees are deemed mission- 
essential during a shutdown, because 
they are military or law enforcement 
personnel or deal with critical safety 
or security issues, DHS like all other 
Federal agencies would be operating at 
a greatly reduced capacity. For exam-
ple: 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity would not be able to maintain and 
operate E-Verify, the Internet-based 
system that allows employers to volun-
tarily determine the eligibility of pro-
spective employees to work legally in 
the United States. 

Vital research and development 
would be delayed. For example, funding 
to develop next generation screening 
technology for TSA would dry up. This 
means funding for the development of 
technologies to improve detection, 
lower false alarms, and decrease wait 
times at airports would end. Funding 
would also end for the development of 
countermeasures to biological and nu-
clear threats. 

Preventative measures and pre- 
emptive planning efforts with State 
and local governments for natural and 
man-made events with FEMA and crit-
ical infrastructure experts will cease. 
This leaves communities less able to 
respond to catastrophic events in the 
middle of hurricane season, not to 
mention for no-notice events like 
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earthquakes or bombings such as those 
at the Boston marathon. A lack of pre-
paredness will cost the Federal govern-
ment more money in recovery efforts 
and lead to unacceptable and unneces-
sary loss of life. 

Under a shutdown, law enforcement 
training would cease, including train-
ing conducted through the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center and the 
Secret Service’s J. Rowley Training 
Center. This would impact CBP, ICE, 
Secret Service, the Federal Air Mar-
shal Service, and would delay their 
ability to bring new officers and agents 
into operational service. 

And as I noted earlier, while the ma-
jority of the frontline law enforcement 
personnel such as CBP’s Border Patrol, 
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment’s investigative and detention of-
ficers, Transportation Security Admin-
istration aviation passenger screeners, 
FEMA disaster response personnel, and 
the U.S. Coast Guard will continue 
working under a shutdown, many of 
these employees live paycheck-to-pay-
check. Since their biweekly paychecks 
would be stopped during a Federal 
funding hiatus, these women and men 
may not be able to pay their rent or 
mortgage or may have to reduce pur-
chases of food or medicine for their 
families. An unnecessary government 
shutdown breaks faith with our heroes 
on the front lines, adversely impacting 
their morale and distracting them from 
their important and often dangerous 
duties. No one wants that. 

We need to get our work done. We 
need to pass a clean continuing resolu-
tion that keeps the Federal govern-
ment open and fully funds the Afford-
able Care Act. After that is done, we 
need to move to the harder task at 
hand—agreeing on a budget for fiscal 
year 2014 and finalizing bills so that 
our agencies have the appropriate fund-
ing for their critical missions—instead 
of lurching from one funding crisis to 
the next. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. COONS. Madam President, I 

want to thank the Senator from Lou-
isiana for her leadership of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Homeland 
Security. 

We just heard a detailed description 
of how the Senator has worked in a bi-
partisan, thoughtful, and in a detailed 
and decent way—in a way that crafted 
a bill where there was compromise, 
where there was give and take, and 
where ultimately the bill that has 
moved through that subcommittee and 
full committee and should be ready for 
action on this floor meets the real 
needs of our Nation, of our homeland. 

That bill provides resources and sup-
port whether for the State of Colorado, 
the State of Minnesota, the State of 
Delaware, or all over this country. And 
shutting the government down over a 
needless manufactured crisis between 
now and Monday is the height of irre-
sponsibility. 

Madam President, if I might, I will 
now yield for the Senator from Colo-
rado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BENNET. Madam President, I 
will be brief. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from Louisiana while she is here, 
not just for her words and for remind-
ing us this isn’t about who can scream 
the loudest on cable television, it is 
about the work that actually needs to 
get done in the Senate on behalf of the 
American people, but I also want to 
thank her for all the work she has done 
over the years with FEMA. It has made 
a big difference in my State already. 
They are working well with our local 
and State officials. We have a long way 
to go, and the last thing we need to 
worry about is whether the govern-
ment is going to shut down. 

Fortunately, because of the work the 
Senator and others did around here, 
the emergency part of this is going to 
continue to carry through, even if 
there is a shutdown. But there is a lot 
of uncertainty that is related to that. 
So while Senator LANDRIEU was here, I 
wanted to thank her for that. 

I am sorry the Senator from Dela-
ware has left the floor for a moment, 
because he has been holding it down 
and I wanted to ask him a question 
about his previous work. He was a 
county executive in Delaware before he 
was here. I was a superintendent of 
schools. I worked for the mayor. Sen-
ator KLOBUCHAR, who is here from Min-
nesota, was a district attorney. I think 
every one of us is completely perplexed 
by the hostage taking that is going on 
around this place. 

I ask the Senator from Delaware, he 
was the county executive of a county 
in Delaware? 

Mr. COONS. I was. 
Mr. BENNET. I say through the 

Chair, does the Senator think that any 
county executive or mayor or local of-
ficial in the Senator’s State wouldn’t 
be run out of town if they threatened 
the credit rating of their community 
for politics? 

Mr. COONS. Absolutely. I might say 
to my friend from Colorado, I had di-
rect experience with this. In the State 
of Delaware, folks expect us to balance 
our budgets and pass them on time, to 
deliver good services, but also to de-
fend our credit ratings. The city and 
county and State in which I lived and 
served all enjoyed triple-A credit rat-
ings. The folks in my communities un-
derstood that meant we could borrow 
money for building sewers, building 
roads, and building schools less expen-
sively and sustain the quality of our 
community. Our business leaders and 
civic leaders understood that to put 
that at risk was reckless and irrespon-
sible. 

Yet for a manufactured crisis by a 
few Senators, we are facing the shut-
down of this Federal Government a few 
days from now—and, I am afraid, just a 
few weeks later the possible default on 
the sovereign debt of the United 

States. No responsible elected official 
where I am from would do that. 

Mr. BENNET. That is my point. I 
think we are dealing with something 
that is so far outside of the main-
stream of what political actors, at 
least in my State who are elected who 
are Republicans or Democrats, would 
support. I think it is important for us 
to call attention to that because that 
is what we are dealing with. 

I see the Senator from Minnesota is 
here, so my last observation. If one of 
us represented a State government 
that opened and closed its doors or 
threatened to open and close its doors 
every single year, I can assure you that 
businesses would look to do business in 
some other State, not in the State in 
which we work. 

That is what we are doing to the 
United States of America right now. 
We have so much going for us. The 
innovators are out in the economy in-
novating. Natural gas is cheaper than 
it has ever been. We could build this 
economy if only a few actors in Wash-
ington would get out of the way. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-

KEY). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

would first like to acknowledge Sen-
ator COONS of Delaware for his leader-
ship, and Senator MIKULSKI, the power-
ful head of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, who has put together a group 
this hour to talk about public safety 
and infrastructure, and what a govern-
ment shutdown would mean and what 
sequestration means when it comes to 
the progress of this country. 

We heard from Senators from dif-
ferent parts of the country. Senator 
LANDRIEU from the great State of Lou-
isiana talked about the importance of 
FEMA. No one knows better than she 
does after Katrina what a government 
shutdown would mean for Louisiana. 

Senator BENNET of Colorado was 
here, where right now they are experi-
encing the horrible aftermath of these 
floods. 

Then we look at what happened in 
the State of Massachusetts with the 
Boston Marathon. What would have 
happened there if we were in the mid-
dle of a government shutdown and 
didn’t have the resources we needed? 

Do we want the head of the FBI wor-
ried about who he can lay off and who 
he can’t? Or the head of the Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms that inves-
tigated that bombing in Boston—do we 
want them off looking at what are we 
going to do if we have a shutdown in 
the middle of that bombing? That is 
not what we want happening. That is 
not how this country runs. 

I sat and watched the last hour of 
this debate, and I saw Senator CORKER 
come to the floor and do a fine job of 
explaining that it is not every Repub-
lican in this Chamber who is trying to 
slow this vote down so we don’t even 
have it today. He focused on two Re-
publicans who were doing that, and I 
think it is very important for the 
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American people to know that the Sen-
ate has tended to work in a bipartisan 
way. We want to move forward, we 
want to get this bill voted on, and we 
want to give a chance for the House to 
come back. No more delays. We need to 
get this done. 

Much of the focus has oftentimes 
been: I want to shut down Washington. 
But my job today is to talk about what 
it means in our States. As someone 
who spent 8 years as the chief pros-
ecutor for Minnesota’s largest county, 
I know the pain of this shutdown would 
be felt by State and local officials, by 
State and local people, right down the 
line, and, not least of all, by the first 
responders and law enforcement offi-
cers who rely on Federal funding for 
everything from crime prevention to 
community corrections programs to 
drug courts, and to simply keeping 
cops on the beat. 

There are some who are willing to 
hold these first responders hostage, 
there are some who are willing to hold 
our country hostage, to score political 
points. The fact is a government shut-
down would be painful and it would be 
expensive. These men and women go to 
work every day protecting the people. 
While most people may run away from 
disasters, calamities, and tragedies, 
they bravely run toward them, and 
they do it selflessly—not because they 
are looking for fame or glory but be-
cause they are simply doing their jobs. 

We in Washington have a responsi-
bility to do our jobs. We have a respon-
sibility to ensure that our cops and 
firefighters and EMTs have the tools to 
protect the public safely and effec-
tively. We have a responsibility to pass 
a resolution that prevents the govern-
ment from shutting down. 

We simply can’t afford another self- 
inflicted wound to our economy, as 
Senator BENNET was pointing out, espe-
cially not at a time when things are fi-
nally turning around. At 7.3 percent, 
our national unemployment rate is at 
its lowest point since December of 2008. 
In my State, it is at 5.1 percent. The 
housing market is bouncing back. Re-
tail sales are up. So far this year we 
have added 1.5 million private sector 
jobs. We are not where we need to be, 
but we are headed in the right direc-
tion and we need to keep moving for-
ward and not move backward. Yet here 
we are again, facing another manufac-
tured crisis that threatens to shut 
down the government. 

Last week, House Republicans sent 
us a continuing resolution they knew 
had zero chance of passing the Senate. 
When House Republicans passed a 
budget tied to defunding the Affordable 
Care Act, they decided they were will-
ing to risk shutting down the govern-
ment just to relitigate a law that both 
the House and Senate passed, the 
President signed, and the Supreme 
Court upheld. 

Will there be changes to that law 
going forward? I am sure there will. 
There always are with large bills. But 
the answer is not to defund it on a 
must-pass bill. 

Even Members of their own party 
agree this is the wrong thing to do. 
Senator MCCAIN has called defunding 
the health care law as part of the CR 
the height of foolishness and not ra-
tional. Even a poll conducted by the 
conservative Crossroads GPS, headed 
by Karl Rove, found that Independents 
overwhelmingly oppose shutting the 
government down to defund 
ObamaCare on a margin of 58 percent 
in opposition to 30 percent. That is 
Independent voters in a poll conducted 
by Karl Rove’s group. 

In the short term, a government 
shutdown lasting more than 1 week 
would have an immediate effect on eco-
nomic growth, as the Federal Govern-
ment would suspend all nonessential 
spending. Shutting down the govern-
ment for 3 or 4 weeks would reduce real 
GDP by 1.4 percentage points in the 
fourth quarter. And a shutdown longer 
than 2 months would likely precipitate 
another recession. 

My colleagues in the House like to 
talk a big game about reducing the def-
icit and doing what is fiscally respon-
sible. Yet they are willing to mortgage 
our economy on a political gamble? 
Pardon me, but that is not how we de-
fine fiscal responsibility in my State. 

Here is something else Minnesotans 
don’t call fiscally responsible: closing 
our national parks, which generate bil-
lions of dollars in tourism revenues 
every year. If the government shuts 
down, so will all 368 National Park 
Service sites. 

And how about the visa processing 
centers? During the 1996 government 
shutdown, more than 500,000 visa appli-
cations and 200,000 passport applica-
tions were put on hold. We might say, 
why would that affect me? It does. It 
affects jobs in the United States of 
America. In a State such as Minnesota 
where tourism is our fifth largest in-
dustry and the source of 11 percent of 
our private sector jobs, we simply can’t 
afford to let that happen. We simply 
can’t afford for this critical industry to 
be hamstrung by political posturing on 
the other side of the aisle in Wash-
ington. 

In addition to the impact on our 
tourism sector, a government shut-
down would also have serious repercus-
sions for industries such as medical 
technology, something that Minnesota 
and Massachusetts share. 

Without funding to keep the lights 
on at the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, the process for approving medical 
devices and other biotech products 
would grind to a standstill. 

These are just a few examples of the 
industries that would be hurt by a gov-
ernment shutdown. 

If we use the 1996 impasse as a guide, 
we can also expect to see delays in the 
Small Business Administration financ-
ing, a suspension of Federal Housing 
Administration insurance for people 
buying new homes, new patients denied 
access into clinical research trials at 
the National Institutes of Health. You 
heard correctly. If we can’t reach a 

compromise, we will all feel the nega-
tive results. 

Now I want to get back to the focus 
of my earlier remarks, and that is law 
enforcement programs. We must be 
willing to do the right thing for the 
safety of our people. When it comes to 
homeland security, counterterrorism, 
and Federal law enforcement, rest as-
sured those protections will continue. 
But in the event of a shutdown, the 
Federal officers who continue going to 
work protecting the public from vio-
lent crimes, gangs, and terrorists won’t 
be getting a paycheck. Instead, they 
will be getting an IOU. Basically what 
we will be saying to these people is: 
Thanks for putting your lives on the 
line. We can’t pay you right now. And 
if you are lucky, maybe you will get 
backpay when Congress sorts this all 
out. Is that what we want to say to the 
people who showed up first at that Bos-
ton Marathon bombing, We have an 
IOU for you? I don’t think so. 

The strain on a shutdown on law en-
forcement would come at a time when 
agencies are already struggling to 
make ends meet in the wake of seques-
tration. 

The new head of the FBI just talked 
about how sequestration would put him 
in a position to lay off 3,000 FBI agents. 
I don’t think that is where we want to 
be in this country. These are cuts to 
some of the most successful crime pre-
vention and crime-fighting programs 
out there. 

Even more frustrating is that Chair-
man MIKULSKI and the Senate Appro-
priations Committee worked across 
party lines to draft spending bills for 
2014 that would provide additional re-
sources for grant programs important 
to law enforcement. 

Under sequestration, the COPS Pro-
gram has been reduced by $22 million 
compared to the funding level the Sen-
ate approved. Funding for drug courts 
has also been slashed, despite the fact 
that drug courts actually save money 
to the tune of $6,000 per person. For 
every $1 spent on drug courts, more 
than $3 is saved on criminal justice 
costs alone. And when you factor in 
other things such as costs to victims 
and health care, they can save up to $27 
per person. 

Local law enforcement also relies on 
Byrne grants, which have been cut by 
$20 million due to sequestration. 

As a former prosecutor, I have al-
ways believed that the No. 1 job of gov-
ernment is to protect people. It is to 
keep people safe. It is to have safe 
roads and bridges. If we continue to 
cut, to delay, and deny critical funding 
for programs such as COPS and Byrne 
grants, we will be failing in this most 
basic duty, and I refuse to let that hap-
pen. 

Instead of threatening critical serv-
ices and our economy with poison pill 
partisanship, we need to focus on real 
solutions. This means agreeing to go to 
conference committee on the budget. 
For many months Senator PATTY MUR-
RAY, the head of the Budget Com-
mittee, has been asking permission to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:00 Sep 27, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26SE6.066 S26SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6947 September 26, 2013 
simply bring our Senate-passed budget 
to conference committee, where it can 
meet up with the House budget and 
where we can at least try to work out 
a long-term solution. Senator MCCAIN 
and Senator COLLINS have joined us in 
this call to be allowed to bring a long- 
term budget to a conference com-
mittee, but we have been met every 
step of the way with opposition from 
the other side. That is where we should 
be working these things out. Instead, 
we are on the floor today to try to end 
the brinkmanship on simply keeping 
the government going. 

Secondly, we have another problem, 
and that is that our country will hit its 
legal borrowing limit as soon as mid- 
October. When this happens, we will be 
asked to do what Congress has rou-
tinely done 70 times over the past 50 
years, and that is to pay our country’s 
bills. 

Let me be clear. This is about mak-
ing good on commitments we have al-
ready made. This is about doing what 
regular Americans do every month 
when they pay their credit card bills. 

As vice chair of the Joint Economic 
Committee and the chair on the Senate 
side, last week I held a hearing and re-
leased a report examining the eco-
nomic impact of this brinkmanship. 
The results aren’t pretty and they are 
based on history. Let’s remember what 
happened the last time when we had a 
showdown on the debt ceiling in the 
summer of 2011: The United States ex-
perienced the cost of protracted brink-
manship on the debt ceiling. As Con-
gress struggled with this issue, the 
Dow Jones dropped more than 2,000 
points, and Standard & Poors down-
graded the U.S. credit rating. Con-
sumer confidence fell, and we were out 
over $1 billion in borrowing costs. That 
is on the backs of the taxpayers of this 
country. That is what happened in 2011. 

If we face another impasse this year, 
there could be very real ramifications 
for businesses and for people. Interest 
rates could rise on everything from 
credit cards and home mortgages to 
borrowing costs for businesses, putting 
a real strain on families and small 
business owners, and stalling the econ-
omy just as we are at a time when we 
can expand it, just when we are at a 
time when we are starting to see that 
stability grow to real growth. 

Our country cannot afford to keep 
lurching from crisis to crisis. It is time 
for both parties to come together and 
focus on real solutions. 

Do you know what I learned the last 
24 hours, the last 2 days, watching 
what was going on on this floor? That 
there are a few of my colleagues who 
see this place as a battleground. I see it 
as a place to look for common ground, 
and that is what we are supposed to be 
doing on behalf of the American peo-
ple. The battleground has to give way. 
We need to do the work for the Amer-
ican people, find that common ground, 
work together. We are going to pass a 
good, clean bill so that we can continue 
the U.S. Government and move on to 

work out the details of the budget. 
That is what we need to do for our first 
responders, for our police, for our fire-
fighters, for those people who put their 
lives at risk every day. That is what we 
need to do for the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, any discussion of the na-
tional security impacts of a long-term 
continuing resolution or a potential 
government shutdown would be incom-
plete without including the potential 
impact on America’s 22.3 million vet-
erans. 

The good news is that under any sce-
nario, veterans would still be able to 
receive health care thanks to advance 
funding for 2014. The bad news is that 
most other VA programs would be 
shortchanged under a CR and crippled 
by a government shutdown. The VA 
budget would be impacted by the fund-
ing shortfalls or stoppages, but Amer-
ica’s veterans would be the victims. 

VA advance funding does not extend 
to such important programs as dis-
ability claims processing, hospital and 
clinic construction, or VA cemetery 
operations, to name but a few exam-
ples. Given the gravity of backlogs in 
the VA claims processing program, the 
Senate CR includes a provision funding 
claims processing at the 2014 budget re-
quest level. But it does not include a 
package of reforms and initiatives in 
the 2014 Senate MilCon/VA bill in-
tended to improve productivity, accu-
racy, and accountability. For claims 
processing, a CR is less than optimal. A 
government shutdown could be cata-
strophic. 

The current backlog of VA disability 
claims stands at 435,000, an improve-
ment over the high water mark of 
632,000 just 6 months ago. 

But the strides VA has made in ad-
dressing the backlog problem would 
suffer a severe setback under a govern-
ment shutdown. Currently, the VA 
processes 5,500 to 6,000 claims a day, a 
massive improvement in productivity 
that would be stopped in its tracks by 
a government shutdown. The longer 
the shutdown, the more severe the im-
pact. 

Think of a fender-bender in the mid-
dle of a busy freeway. Traffic behind 
the accident backs up quickly, and the 
backup extends farther and farther as 
cars pile up behind it. Once the cars are 
towed away, the backup does not magi-
cally disappear. It takes time for traf-
fic to return to normal. 

The same holds true for an interrup-
tion in VA claims processing. The VA 
estimates that for every week that 
claims processing would be halted 
under a government shutdown, it 
would lose a month of progress in proc-
essing claims. Our Nation—our vet-
erans—cannot afford this delay. 

Claims processing would not be the 
only VA program imperiled by a gov-
ernment shutdown. If the government 
shuts down, funding for payment of 

mandatory VA compensation, pension, 
and education benefits would run out 
by the end of October, denying a life-
line of support to thousands of vet-
erans. 

For anyone who cares about Amer-
ica’s veterans, the notion of forcing a 
government shutdown is unthinkable. 

Passage of a clean CR through No-
vember 15 is imperative to give Con-
gress time to negotiate a way forward 
to fund government operations, agency 
by agency, through 2014. 

My subcommittee also funds the De-
fense Department’s military construc-
tion program. A government shutdown 
would have serious consequences in 
this area. The furloughing of civilian 
personnel overseeing construction con-
tracts could not only disrupt and delay 
ongoing projects, but could provoke 
contract interruption and increase 
project costs. A CR prevents new starts 
so regardless of the level of funding, no 
new MilCon projects could be under-
taken in 2014 under a CR. A CR and 
government shutdown would bring 
DOD’s MilCon program to a screeching 
halt. 

The CR before the Senate today buys 
time, without any extraneous riders or 
political histrionics. There is a time 
and a place for everything. The place 
for political statements is elsewhere. 
The time for keeping the government 
operating until a comprehensive appro-
priations bill can be crafted is here. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
clean CR pending before the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am sorry 
that we are going to have to vote to-
morrow and not today. The House is 
waiting for us to do something, to fin-
ish this, but we have two Senators who 
will not allow us to do that. We estab-
lished that an hour or two ago. That is 
unfortunate. 

I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing leader remarks on Friday, Sep-
tember 27, the time until 12:10 p.m. be 
equally divided between the proponents 
and opponents of the motion to invoke 
cloture on H.J. Res. 59; that the time 
from 12:10 p.m. until 12:30 p.m. be re-
served for the two leaders, with the 
final 10 minutes under the control of 
the majority leader; that at 12:30 p.m. 
the Senate proceed to vote on the mo-
tion to invoke closure on H.J. Res. 59; 
that if cloture is invoked, all time 
postcloture be yielded back; that the 
pending Reid amendment, No. 1975, be 
withdrawn; that no other amendments 
be in order; that the majority leader be 
recognized to make a motion to waive 
applicable budget points of order; that 
if a motion to waive is agreed to, the 
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Senate proceed to vote in relation to 
the Reid amendment, No. 1974; that 
upon disposition of the Reid amend-
ment, the joint resolution be read a 
third time and the Senate proceed to 
vote on passage of the joint resolution, 
as amended, if amended; finally, that 
all after the first vote in this sequence 
be 10-minute votes and there be 2 min-
utes equal divided between the votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. REID. This agreement means we 
will have four votes tomorrow begin-
ning about 12:30: cloture on H.J. Res 59; 
motion to waive budget points of order; 
amendment No. 1974; and passage of 
H.J. Res. 59, as amended, if amended. I 
think we will come in tomorrow about 
9:30, and the time will be allocated 
from that time until 12:10. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mrs. FISCHER. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I rise 
on behalf of the millions of middle- 
class families across America who feel 
they have been left behind. Too many 
of these people are decent, hard-work-
ing folks who are unemployed or under-
employed. Too many have adult chil-
dren stuck living at home because, de-
spite graduating from college, they are 
struggling to find work. And now, be-
cause of ObamaCare, these same young 
adults—many of whom are older than 
26—will be forced to pay more taxes or 
purchase costly government-defined 
health insurance. 

In spite of the administration’s best 
salesmanship, the law remains ex-
tremely unpopular. A poll conducted 
by the Omaha World-Herald last fall 
showed 55 percent of registered voters 
still favored the full repeal of 
ObamaCare. Recent national polls indi-
cate a similar disapproval rating for 
the law all across the country. Part of 
the reason for the public’s continued 
opposition is the harm that ObamaCare 
is causing our economy. 

Let me share a story of one woman, 
a small business owner named Eileen 
Marrison. I had the pleasure of meeting 
Eileen in August when I was traveling 
my State, and I visited with her in Pa-
pillion, NE. The Marrison family owns 
and operates Two Men and a Truck. 
Those are franchises in Omaha and 
Lincoln, NE. They have 30 employees 
in Lincoln and 76 in Omaha. The 
Marrisons provide paychecks for local 
families, and they have earned the re-
spect of their communities. 

Eileen Marrison, the matriarch of the 
family, presently offers health insur-
ance to full-time employees—36 indi-
viduals working 35 to 45 hours per 

week. She foots more than half the 
cost of that coverage. Since 
ObamaCare changes the definition of a 
full-time employee, lowering the 
threshold to 30 hours per week from 40 
hours, Eileen now employs 76 full-time 
equivalents, triggering the employer 
mandate. Now she must offer afford-
able coverage as defined by 
ObamaCare. She has to offer that to all 
of her employees working 30 hours or 
more. 

Eileen has been taking care of her 
employees for years, and she wants to 
continue to do so. However, 
ObamaCare’s mandate is now placing 
additional burdens on this family busi-
ness which will require Eileen to make 
tough decisions or incur those harmful 
costs. 

I received thousands of phone calls, 
e-mails, and letters echoing Eileen’s 
concerns and urging me to repeal all or 
pieces of the law. 

Another constituent, a 61-year-old re-
tired schoolteacher from Beatrice, NE, 
recently wrote me to share that he had 
just received a letter from his insur-
ance carrier. The news was that pre-
miums were set to spike 60 percent, to 
$939 a month. That is half of his month-
ly pension check. He says, ‘‘We are dis-
mayed and disappointed.’’ 

Another Nebraskan, Roger from 
Hartington, NE, wrote: 

I just wanted to let you know I got my let-
ter from Blue Cross of Nebraska. My pre-
mium went up $160 per month and my total 
out-of-pocket risk increased from $5,000 to 
$12,700. 

Roger continued: 
On the positive side, my menopausal wife 

and I now have maternity, drug, alcohol, pe-
diatric, dental, and vision care! 

President Obama promised our costs would 
go down and we could keep our insurance if 
we liked it. I liked my old plan. I want it 
back! 

We no longer have to rely on these 
testimonials to prove that ObamaCare 
is driving up the price of insurance pre-
miums. 

Yesterday, the Federal Department 
of Health and Human Services released 
its long-awaited report on ObamaCare 
premium prices offered on the ex-
changes. The numbers for Nebraska 
proved that premiums will rise dra-
matically. In its analysis of the data, 
Forbes magazine published an article 
noting there was a 279-percent increase 
when comparing the cheapest plans of-
fered to Nebraska men. For Nebraska 
women, there was a 227-percent in-
crease when comparing the cheapest 
plans. That is more than triple the cur-
rent rate. Those numbers are abso-
lutely staggering. The average pre-
mium for a 27-year-old for the most 
basic plan, the bronze plan, is $159 be-
fore tax credits. Currently, that same 
27-year-old can find a premium for $68 
in Nebraska. So we are looking at a 
significant increase in costs. 

Based on a Manhattan Institute anal-
ysis of the report: 

ObamaCare will increase underlying insur-
ance rates for younger men by an average of 

97 to 99 percent, and for younger women by 
an average of 55 to 62 percent. Despite these 
rates, the plan includes fewer in network 
doctors and hospitals than current plans. 
And many of the lowest-cost plans will like-
ly carry high deductibles. 

One insurer found that ‘‘for the 
cheapest bronze plans, the average de-
ductible was $5,000.’’ How is that pos-
sibly affordable? 

In August the administration an-
nounced another major delay, this time 
to the part of the health care law lim-
iting patients’ out-of-pocket expenses. 
Rather than capping costs for individ-
uals and families, as required by the 
law, the delay of this key provision 
guarantees ObamaCare will be any-
thing but affordable. 

Of course, there are many other prob-
lems with the law beyond the increases 
in premiums, which is why I have been 
promoting the complete repeal of the 
law, and I support defunding it. 

For example, there are serious con-
cerns about possible identity theft for 
those participating in the new health 
exchanges. Why? Because the adminis-
tration failed to independently test the 
security for its Federal Data Services 
Hub, which will store huge amounts of 
people’s private, personal information. 

The report released by the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services in-
spector general stated: 

Several critical tasks remain to be com-
pleted in a short period of time, such as the 
final independent testing of the hub’s secu-
rity controls, remediating security vulnera-
bilities identified during testing, and obtain-
ing the security authorization decision for 
the hub before opening the exchanges. 

The administration has until this 
Tuesday to complete these critical 
tasks. I, for one, remain skeptical that 
these tasks will be completed in time, 
opening up security risks for individ-
uals who do participate in the ex-
changes. 

Today the administration tacitly ad-
mitted once again that ObamaCare is 
not ready for prime time when it an-
nounced another delay. This time they 
are postponing online enrollment in 
some of the small business exchanges 
scheduled to open on Tuesday. 

The irony, of course, is that news of 
this latest delay broke as the President 
was delivering a speech criticizing Re-
publicans for their effort to defund or 
delay the law altogether. It seems rea-
sonable to ask: Where is the delay for 
the American people? Where is the 
delay for middle-class citizens such as 
the 61-year-old retired teacher from 
Beatrice, NE? Is that an extreme posi-
tion? I certainly don’t think so. 

In short, this law remains fatally 
flawed. The American people deserve 
better than selective delays, unfair 
treatment, and broken promises. 

For me, the fight over ObamaCare 
has nothing to do with politics or with 
ideology. It has to do with standing for 
small business owners such as Eileen 
Marrison. It is about standing for mid-
dle-class families who aren’t asking 
government for a hand up, they are 
just asking that the government stop 
holding them down. 
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We are a country that looks to build 

a brighter future for our people. We are 
a country that looks to help and lift up 
people. That is what America is all 
about. It is about giving voice to mil-
lions of Americans—those middle-class 
families who are feeling left behind— 
who would rather have the Federal 
Government focusing on ways to create 
jobs so they can bring home a decent 
paycheck. 

Let me be perfectly clear: I have no 
intention of standing down in this 
fight. It is why I was sent here, and it 
is what Nebraskans expect from me. It 
is the only way we will ever be able to 
turn our economy around and build 
that brighter future for all Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I come 

here this evening with no notes, so 
hopefully I will be able to commu-
nicate my feelings and concerns from 
the heart and from the brain about the 
tasks we are about. We have been fo-
cused so much on the Affordable Care 
Act, or ObamaCare, and rightfully so. I 
consider it one of the most damaging 
pieces of legislation ever to pass a Con-
gress and be signed by a President. 

I want to start by pointing out some-
thing that is receiving, in my view, in-
adequate attention. We are back on the 
Senate floor with a continuing resolu-
tion. It is almost as if passing a con-
tinuing resolution has become the 
norm, and has almost become a way of 
life. 

I have the privilege of serving on the 
Appropriations Committee. Our task— 
and what I would consider a very basic 
task—is to pass a budget. This is the 
first time the Senate in 3—almost 4 
years—has passed a budget. The House 
passed a budget. Yet there is no rec-
onciliation and no success in the effort 
to conference that bill, and so we have 
no budget framework to go by. The 
other requirement—again, one that 
ought to be so basic—is to pass appro-
priations bills within that budgetary 
framework. 

We are here—almost on September 
30—and I would remind my colleagues 
that not 1 appropriations bill out of the 
13 appropriations bills that should be 
passed by September 30 has passed the 
Senate. It seems to me that it is impor-
tant to highlight the fact that this 
place, once again, is failing to do its 
job. There has not been 1 appropria-
tions bill out of 13. 

Why is passing a continuing resolu-
tion important? Without it—or if we 
just do it at will—the Appropriations 
Committee and the Senate, on behalf of 
the American people, are never re-
quired to prioritize our spending. Does 
anyone not think the priorities of this 
Congress should have changed from 
last year to this year? Have things not 
changed in our country, in which, if we 
were doing our work, we would decide 
how much money each program should 
receive based upon its effectiveness, its 
efficiency, whether it is a proper role 

for the Federal Government, the 
changing nature, the economic envi-
ronment of our country? Yet, no, one 
more time we are here to pass a con-
tinuing resolution. 

The thing that troubles me perhaps 
the most about this topic is that it is 
just a given. We are not complaining 
about the passage of a continuing reso-
lution; we are focused on a very signifi-
cant provision in that continuing reso-
lution that very well may be removed 
tomorrow when the Senate acts. 

The Appropriations Committee needs 
to work. Just as we always raise the 
debt ceiling every time the debt ceiling 
is met, if we always agree to raise the 
debt ceiling, what is the effect of a debt 
ceiling? If we always, every year, pass 
a continuing resolution, why have an 
appropriations process in which we are 
to establish priorities on behalf of the 
American people as far as how their 
tax dollars are spent? We are failing 
miserably, once again, the American 
people, and it is just happening as if it 
is of no consequence. 

I want the appropriations process to 
work. I want to eliminate funding for 
some programs that aren’t our busi-
ness, that the Federal Government 
should never have been involved in in 
the first place. I want us to establish 
the amount of money we can afford to 
spend on programs within the Federal 
agencies and departments. It may be 
true that there are some things on 
which we might want to spend more 
money. 

I would remind our colleagues that, 
in my view, the primary responsibility 
of the Federal Government is to defend 
our country, and what we do in regard 
to defense spending has a huge con-
sequence upon our ability to fill that 
vital mission, that constitutional re-
sponsibility. We take on too much to 
deal with. 

I have always believed the view that 
if the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution had ever been enforced in the 
way I or most Kansans would consider 
its words to mean, our Federal Govern-
ment and our lives—more importantly, 
our lives—would be so much different 
in the United States. The 10th Amend-
ment says that all those powers not 
specifically granted to the Federal 
Government are hereby reserved to the 
States and people. Yet government 
continues to grow, and we have an ap-
propriations process that has failed to 
do anything about curbing that spend-
ing. 

The issue that is front and center is 
the President’s health care reform 
measure that passed 3 years ago and is 
being implemented on October 1, when 
many of its provisions will kick in, be-
come viable, and the American people 
will begin to feel the consequences 
even more so than they have to date. 
There is no question the Affordable 
Care Act, as I said earlier, is the most 
damaging piece of legislation passed, 
certainly in my time in Congress. Not 
a surprise: I voted against it. Perhaps 
not a surprise: I offered the first legis-

lation to repeal the Affordable Care 
Act after it was passed. 

The House is often criticized for time 
and time again passing legislation to 
repeal or to defund the Affordable Care 
Act. Yet, if one believes it is so dam-
aging to the country, isn’t it our re-
sponsibility to do everything within 
our power to change the policies of 
Washington, DC? 

We have before us tomorrow the op-
portunity to defund the Affordable 
Care Act. Those who count votes 
around here say that is not going to 
happen, that it is a lost cause. But it is 
important for us to do everything we 
can to make certain the consequences 
that are so damaging to America and 
to Americans are avoided. 

For most of my time in the House of 
Representatives and now the U.S. Sen-
ate, I have chaired the Rural Health 
Care Coalition. I care about the access 
to health care by citizens across our 
country who happen to live in rural 
areas and core centers of cities and 
urban centers of our country—high 
Medicare populations, high Medicaid 
populations. Yet I have no doubt that 
with the passage and implementation 
of the Affordable Care Act, hospitals 
who serve rural communities will be 
greatly damaged and we will lose many 
hospitals. When we lose a hospital, we 
lose the doctor, the pharmacy; we may 
lose the nursing home or the assisted 
living center—huge consequences to 
people who have paid taxes all of their 
lives through their employment to sup-
port Social Security and Medicare. 
Yet, because they choose to live in a 
rural community, the chances of them 
being able to access the health care 
that to a large degree they pay for dis-
appears. 

It seems to me that the stories being 
told on the Senate floor—and I listened 
to the Senator from Nebraska mo-
ments ago talk about examples within 
her State and her constituents, de-
scribing the problems created by the 
Affordable Care Act. We all have those 
examples. I have no doubt that Demo-
crats hear the same stories Repub-
licans hear. Yet we can’t seem to be re-
sponsible enough to make the changes. 
We will have the opportunity to re-
peal—to defund, I guess is the better 
way of saying it—the Affordable Care 
Act, and we ought to do it. 

The focus today and yesterday and 
the day before has been on Republicans 
and the strategy of how to defund the 
Affordable Care Act. It is pretty irrele-
vant in the overall scheme of things 
how we do it; it is whether we get it 
done. And we ought to be expecting 
Democratic Senators, my colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle, to be 
just as helpful in trying to change, 
defund, repeal, alter the Affordable 
Care Act on behalf of our country. 

The focus ought not to just be on how 
we do it among Republicans; it ought 
to be on questioning my colleagues 
about whether they are willing to step 
forward and admit there are problems 
with legislation they supported. It is 
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not just a Democratic problem. I re-
member legislation that I voted 
against that was supported by Repub-
licans overwhelmingly—in fact, broad-
ly supported. After it passed—I was on 
the losing side, a very small minority— 
I spent my next few years trying to get 
it amended. No one likes to admit it 
when they vote for a bill and then it is 
a problem. But who would be surprised? 
What American would not think— 
Americans have great common sense 
and judgment. What American 
wouldn’t think that the passage of a 
bill with thousands of pages late at 
night by the slimmest of margins, with 
no bipartisan support, wouldn’t have 
some problems that need to be ad-
dressed? 

I talked about how our process here 
is dysfunctional when it comes to the 
appropriations process. I heard col-
leagues earlier this afternoon saying 
we ought to work together and come to 
the floor and offer amendments. Here is 
the problem: There will be no oppor-
tunity for any amendment to be offered 
other than the amendment offered by 
the majority leader. So we are saying 
that we could maybe cooperate to find 
some solutions to the problems that 
come from the Affordable Care Act, 
but, oh, by the way, the only amend-
ment that is really going to be made in 
order is changing the expiration date of 
the continuing resolution and remov-
ing the provision that provides for no 
funding for ObamaCare. 

This is one of the most important 
votes I will ever face—or one of the 
most important issues, is probably a 
better way of saying it, I will ever deal 
with as a Member of the Senate. How 
we deal with the health care of mil-
lions of Americans has a huge con-
sequence—economic, their health, 
their well-being, their family, their 
ability to get a job. Yet we are going to 
dispense with this issue in a matter of 
minutes tomorrow with one vote on an 
amendment to remove the defunding of 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Wouldn’t the Senate and wouldn’t 
America be better served if we were 
given the opportunity—again, if there 
are Senators on the Democratic side 
who agree there are problems, aren’t 
there issues we could raise that would 
allow us to have a debate and a vote 
and determine where we could find 
some way to get rid of the ominous, 
threatening nature of the Affordable 
Care Act? 

The Senator from Nebraska talked 
about her examples. Time and time 
again we hear about the amount of 
money the Affordable Care Act is going 
to cost, about the premiums going up. 
We have seen the numbers that have 
just been released. For my State of 
Kansas, there will be significant in-
creases in the premiums for anyone 
who is participating in the exchange. 

I have talked to business folks. I am 
certainly a rural Kansan, and I care a 
lot about rural America. I have always 
tried to explain to my colleagues that 
where I come from, whether or not 

there is a grocery store in town deter-
mines in many ways the future of the 
community. Many of my urban col-
leagues have their issues and don’t nec-
essarily understand what happens in a 
rural community if we lose a grocery 
store. But the conversation with the 
grocer just within the last month or so 
was this: The neighboring town is los-
ing its grocery store. They have asked 
me to come in and buy it. I have looked 
at it. I could make money. It would 
work. I could save the grocery store in 
the neighboring town, but I am not 
going to do that because that would 
put me over 50 employees and the Af-
fordable Care Act would kick in. 

A competitor who is across the street 
decided to in a sense quit competing— 
at least in one aspect of their busi-
ness—and share employees so that peo-
ple now work part-time at one business 
and work for the competitor the other 
half of the day to avoid the con-
sequences of the Affordable Care Act. 

Educators, our teachers, our school 
superintendents, our enterprises that 
come together and create co-ops for 
our schools to provide special edu-
cation to our students, funding is very 
difficult in education across our coun-
try. State legislatures struggle with 
their budgets. Yet the amount of 
money necessary to comply with the 
Affordable Care Act means there are 
going to be fewer paraprofessionals in 
the classroom assisting students with 
disabilities because they no longer can 
afford to have an employee considered 
a full-time employee and provide their 
health care. 

This legislation is damaging to the 
country. It is damaging to our coun-
try’s future. It is damaging to the 
American people. It reduces the oppor-
tunity that I believe Americans always 
have had to get the best health care 
among countries in the world. 

The Affordable Care Act, ObamaCare, 
needs to be defunded. I would say to 
my Republican colleagues, we then 
have a responsibility to have a solu-
tion, a plan. Our health care system is 
not perfect. We have the opportunity 
to present better ideas, but that can’t 
happen in a Senate that doesn’t allow 
an amendment to a bill that deals with 
health care because of the House 
amendment. We won’t have the oppor-
tunity to present our ideas or offer 
amendments that will make a dif-
ference. 

One could say: Well, this isn’t the 
place. The continuing resolution is not 
the place to have a debate about health 
care and how to replace the Affordable 
Care Act. 

OK. I ask my colleagues, the leaders 
of the Senate, when is? When is the 
last time we have had a bill on the 
floor that would give us the oppor-
tunity to offer an amendment, to have 
a debate, to offer ideas about how to fix 
health care? It hasn’t happened. I pre-
dict, based upon the Senate’s schedule 
in the time I have been here, we are 
not going to have that opportunity. We 
ought to as Republicans. We ought to 

as Senators. It doesn’t have to be par-
tisan. There ought to be commonsense 
solutions. There are. It is not that 
there ought to be; there are. We all 
have ideas about how to fix our health 
care system as it was before the pas-
sage of the Affordable Care Act, and we 
need to defund the Affordable Care Act 
to give us a chance to go back and do 
it right, do it better. 

Again, I would encourage my col-
leagues, the next time we have the op-
portunity, and perhaps that will—I 
hope this is not true, but perhaps it is 
only true if we have Senators who are 
different from the Senators we have 
now. One would think that regardless 
of one’s party affiliation, a U.S. Sen-
ator ought to be willing to deal with 
this most significant, important 
issue—the lives of Americans. It 
doesn’t matter about one’s party affili-
ation. If one cares about people—well, 
in this Senate, apparently, if the vote 
counters are right and no Democrat 
will vote to defund ObamaCare, then 
there will be no opportunity for us in 
the future to put our ideas, their ideas, 
all of our ideas on the floor for consid-
eration by Senators and by the Amer-
ican people. 

Common sense tells us that we would 
fix the health care system a piece at a 
time and do it with commonsense, free 
market principles that would create a 
greater opportunity for more Ameri-
cans to be able to afford health care. 
Health care is expensive. Health care 
insurance is expensive in this country, 
no doubt about it. The issue of pre-
existing conditions needs to be ad-
dressed. It affects people in their lives 
and in their jobs on a daily basis. But, 
no, we are going to cast one vote that 
gives us no opportunity to solve, to ad-
dress, to deal with piece by piece the 
broken system that now the Affordable 
Care Act provides us. 

The implementation of this act has 
been a disaster. No one can objectively 
look at what has transpired and think 
this is the way it should be done. No 
one could look at the consequences of 
the Affordable Care Act and say: This 
is a great thing. It is perfect. We don’t 
want to make any changes. 

Every Republican will vote tomorrow 
to defund—at least if the prognos-
ticators are true; I expect it to be the 
case—every Republican will vote to 
defund the Affordable Care Act. We are 
united in that. We need colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle to join 
us in the effort to make sure Ameri-
cans have access to affordable health 
care and the Federal Government oper-
ates within the limits of the Constitu-
tion in providing the environment in 
which that occurs. These are serious 
issues. The Affordable Care Act needs 
to be defunded. And the Senate needs 
to operate in a way that then allows all 
of us to come together in a manner 
that allows us to help Americans bet-
ter afford health care for themselves 
and their families. 

This system is broken. The Senate 
does not function right. Mostly what I 
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knew about the Senate before I came 
here was what I read in history. This 
place does not work the way it has for 
centuries during the life of our coun-
try. 

The issues we face are serious. It is 
not about politics. It is not about pos-
turing. It is about whether every 
American is going to have the ability 
with the Affordable Care Act to take 
care of themselves and their families in 
the way they want to. 

Promises that were made—easily for-
gotten, apparently; certainly not kept. 
You will be able to keep your health 
care insurance if you want. I have seen 
so much evidence to the contrary. Your 
premiums will not go up. We know that 
is not true. Time and time again, the 
promises that were made about the Af-
fordable Care Act are broken. Yet there 
is no will on the part of the U.S. Sen-
ate to change course. 

It is time to admit it was a mistake. 
It is time to admit the bill is signifi-
cantly flawed. It is time to admit the 
Federal Government is involved in 
issues that are not well-handled by the 
Federal Government in one broad 
sweep. It is time to admit that not one 
sized solution fits all problems, that 
not everyone in the United States is 
the same, that my colleagues who 
come from other places are different 
and their constituents are different and 
their health care delivery system is 
different than it is in my home State of 
Kansas. 

I would make the appeal on behalf of 
most Kansans to give us the chance to 
set the record straight, to do it right, 
to begin again. I ask my colleagues to-
morrow to vote to defund the Afford-
able Care Act. It is time for ObamaCare 
to come to a conclusion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BEGICH). The Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 

President, I rise to speak to an amend-
ment I filed on H.J. Res. 59, the con-
tinuing resolution. It is a pretty simple 
amendment. It simply prohibits that 
funds be used for a government con-
tribution for the health insurance of 
Members of Congress and their staffs 
under ObamaCare. 

Now, you might ask, well, why would 
I, as a former employer, want to pre-
vent an employer from contributing to 
health plans for Members of Congress 
and their staffs? 

Well, the simple reason is, because of 
the passage of ObamaCare, it expressly 
prohibited funds from being contrib-
uted by the Federal Government to 
Members of Congress and their staff’s 
health care plans. 

I do not believe the President has 
any legal authority and I certainly do 
not believe the Office of Personnel 
Management has the authority to cir-
cumvent the Affordable Care Act. 

I am exactly on board with Senator 
MORAN in certainly wishing that we 
could repeal the health care law in its 
entirety, that we could defund it, that 
we could do anything we could to limit 

the damage. But the fact is, it is the 
law of the land, and we need to respect 
the law of the land. 

I have looked through the legislative 
history of the passage of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act. It 
seems very clear what the intent of 
Congress was. 

Back on September 29, 2009, as this 
was being debated by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, Senator GRASSLEY 
offered an amendment that was adopt-
ed without objection that would re-
quire Members of Congress and their 
staff to ‘‘use their employer contribu-
tion . . . to purchase coverage through 
a state-based exchange, rather than 
using the traditional selection of plans 
offered through the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Plan.’’ 

Again, that amendment was adopted 
without objection. Apparently, Mem-
bers of Congress at that point in time 
thought that the State-based ex-
changes were going to offer such fabu-
lous health care that they wanted to 
make sure that Members of Congress 
and their staff could avail themselves 
of that opportunity. 

So on October 19, 2009, that Grassley 
provision was incorporated into the Fi-
nance Committee’s America’s Healthy 
Future Act. But there was an addition 
to that amendment made that basi-
cally provided for an employer con-
tribution. Section (B)(ii) says: 

the employer contributions may be made 
directly to an exchange for payment to an 
offerer. 

So at that point in time it was the 
express will of Congress that the em-
ployer—the Federal Government— 
could actually contribute to the health 
care plan purchased through the ex-
change. 

The problem arises, however, that 
when Senator REID actually offered the 
language for the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act on November 
18, 2009, it specifically said: 

the only health plans that the Federal 
Government may make available to Mem-
bers of Congress and congressional staff with 
respect to their service as a Member of Con-
gress or congressional staff shall be health 
plans that are one— 

(l) created under this Act (or an amend-
ment made by this Act); or 

(ll) offered through an Exchange estab-
lished under this Act (or an amendment 
made by this Act). 

There was absolutely no provision 
made whatsoever for an employer con-
tribution to those health care plans. 

On December 24, 2009, Christmas Eve, 
the Senate passed that bill making no 
provision for an employer contribution 
to those plans purchased through an 
exchange. It was passed on pure party 
lines, 60 to 40. 

On March 21, 2010, the House passed 
the exact same legislation. But then 
there was a debate in terms of rec-
onciliation, and Senator GRASSLEY 
once again offered an amendment that 
would have provided an employer con-
tribution to those plans purchased 
through the exchange. It was explicitly 
stated that employer contribution 

could be made. But that amendment 
was voted down. It was voted down. 
The vote was 43 to 56. All but three 
Democratic Senators voted no. In the 
end, the health care law was passed. 
That reconciliation was passed on 
March 25, 2010. 

Now, it happened recently—on July 
31, 2013—that President Obama came 
over here to the Hill and met with 
Democratic Senators because, as 
NANCY PELOSI famously stated, we 
have to pass this health care law before 
we can figure out what is in it, before 
we know what is in it. Well, once Sen-
ators found out what was in it—that 
they were going to have to purchase 
their health care through an exchange 
and the Federal Government could not 
make any payment for those health 
care plans—they panicked and they 
asked President Obama to please cor-
rect that. So President Obama heard 
their plea and directed his Office of 
Personnel Management to propose a 
rule that would allow the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay or make a contribution 
to those State-based exchange plans. 

Now, I would argue that the OPM— 
President Obama—has no legal author-
ity whatsoever to make those contribu-
tions, which is the purpose of my 
amendment. There will be millions of 
Americans who will lose their em-
ployer-sponsored health insurance for 
various reasons but because of the pas-
sage of the health care law. Once they 
have lost that coverage, they—every 
other American—will have to purchase 
insurance either in the open market or 
through a State-based or Federal ex-
change. Their employers will be barred. 
They will not have the opportunity to 
make an employer-contribution to help 
pay for those health care plans. 

The only way a normal American 
gets to have any subsidy in those ex-
changes is if their income qualifies 
them for a subsidy under the Afford-
able Care Act. The only Americans who 
now—because of this OPM ruling—will 
actually have their employer be able to 
make a contribution are Members of 
Congress and their staffs. That is sim-
ply wrong. That is special treatment. 
It really should not stand. 

So my amendment basically ac-
knowledges that this is the law of land; 
that President Obama—the Office of 
Personnel Management—has no legal 
authority to have that contribution 
take place. So it simply prohibits funds 
to be used for a government contribu-
tion for the health insurance of Mem-
bers of Congress and their staffs under 
ObamaCare. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 

rise today to discuss the House-passed 
continuing resolution now pending be-
fore the Senate. 

Once again the Senate is considering 
a last-minute continuing resolution 
rather than regular-order appropria-
tions bills. Handling the annual appro-
priations process in this way is a bad 
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deal for the American people, and it is 
a deal we have gone through for the 
last 4 years now without passing appro-
priations bills and having to deal with 
a continuing resolution or an omnibus, 
which is simply a terrible way to run 
this government. 

Congress should be passing appro-
priations bills in regular order instead 
of waiting until the eleventh hour. I 
know the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee and the ranking 
member are very much in favor of 
doing that and are ready to come to 
the floor to do that. But yet once again 
we are seeing the majority leader not 
let them come to the floor with those 
bills. This only creates uncertainty in 
the financial market and hampers 
America’s economic recovery. 

Unless we come to an agreement, the 
government is going to shut down Mon-
day night because Congress failed to 
pass a bill that would fund the govern-
ment for only a few months. And to 
what end? We will find ourselves back 
in this position in either November or 
December, when we will have to pass 
yet another continuing resolution. 
This is a foolish way to run the U.S. 
Government. 

I was here in 1995 during the last gov-
ernment shutdown. It cast a pall on the 
American people, seeded distrust of 
government, and unnecessarily harmed 
our economy. It was not a pretty sight 
from either a political standpoint on 
either side of the aisle or from the 
standpoint of the American people or 
the government employees. No one 
wins when the government is shut 
down, least of all the American people. 

We are all aware of the issues that 
have thus far slowed down the progress 
of this bill. While there may be dif-
ferences of opinion on our side of the 
aisle about tactics, let me tell you—let 
there be no doubt—we are all unified in 
believing that ObamaCare should be 
stopped and should be defunded. 

I was here on this floor a few years 
back when we fought tooth and nail to 
stop passage of ObamaCare. I believed 
it to be the worst piece of legislation I 
had seen in my now going on 19 years 
of serving in the U.S. Congress. And it 
still is the worst piece of legislation 
and the most damaging piece of legisla-
tion to the American people that I 
have seen in those 19 years. 

As the October 1 enrollment date 
nears, President Obama’s signature law 
continues to face several significant 
problems. Employers are cutting jobs 
and slashing employees’ hours; busi-
nesses and labor unions are unhappy 
and want to be exempted from the law; 
families are confused, and insurance 
premiums for people who cannot afford 
them in the first place are now sky-
rocketing. In my home State of Geor-
gia alone, our insurance commissioner 
has warned us that we could see pre-
mium increases as high as 198 percent 
on middle-income families. Other 
States have reported similar increases. 
So it is no surprise that a majority of 
Americans believe ObamaCare should 
be repealed and should be replaced. 

I remain as committed as ever to dis-
mantle and defund this law before it 
has a chance to further damage our 
economy and to replace it with a mean-
ingful reform of our health care sys-
tem. 

The continuing resolution delivered 
by the House of Representatives to the 
Senate funds the government while 
defunding ObamaCare. It is what the 
American people want, and it is a bill 
I support. I will oppose any attempt by 
Majority Leader REID to strip 
defunding language from this bill. 

However, while I believe ObamaCare 
is a serious threat to the future of our 
Nation’s economy, allowing a pro-
longed government shutdown would be 
counterproductive. My priority has al-
ways been the well-being of Georgians, 
as well as the American people, and I 
cannot support a strategy that could 
cause Americans to suffer unneces-
sarily. Further harm to our already 
fragile economy is not a course we 
should pursue, nor should it be a price 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle are willing to pay just to uphold 
the President’s signature law. 

This fight is long from over. It is 
something Republicans have been 
fighting since 2009, since we first tried 
to stop ObamaCare from becoming law. 
I am grateful that this debate has 
brought the problems with this law 
back into the spotlight and look for-
ward to repealing and replacing this 
law at the end of the day. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, a lot has 
been said in the last few days. I guess 
the issue is not everybody has said it. 
I am not sure that two people have 
been closer to the progress and the 
process of the Affordable Care Act than 
Dr. TOM COBURN and myself. We were 
in it in committee along with other 
Members. 

The fact that I am not embracing a 
strategy to close down the government 
is real important. It is because at the 
end of the day and we open the govern-
ment, the way the statute is, there is 
the Affordable Care Act. It is still 
there. I did not come to Washington to 
embrace strategies that do not achieve 
solutions. I came to find solutions to 
big issues so the next generation can 
benefit from them. 

Do not misunderstand me. There is 
no bigger critic in Washington, DC, 
than the Senator from North Carolina. 
As a matter of fact, in the committee, 
I counted 58 votes on 58 amendments 
where we voted to kill the health care 
bill. I think my record stands for being 
opposed to this legislation. 

Senator COBURN and I have intro-
duced more health care proposals than 
the rest of the Congress combined—op-
tions, replacements. We have stood on 
this floor hour after hour on the Af-
fordable Care Act and shared with the 
American people why this was a bad 
move. We have quoted individuals who 
lead the Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services. 

Their Chief Actuary told us, before 
we passed this bill in this body, that 
this will close community hospitals, it 
would increase premiums, it would de-
prive people of health care. But the 
Congress of the United States and the 
President of the United States signed 
this law into statute. 

There is only one way to kill a law 
once a law is in statute; that is, to pass 
a bill that is signed by a President that 
reverses that. To some degree, this is 
civics 101. It is an understanding of the 
legislative process. It was not the first 
time I disagreed with something this 
body had done. Let me assure you, it 
will not be the last time. But I also un-
derstand the way that we change this. 
It is not the way we are attempting to 
do it right now. 

So what have we seen in the short pe-
riod that we have gone through this? 
As we move up to October 1 and these 
new exchanges are rolled out, we have 
seen premiums go up. We have seen 
doctors retire. We have seen health 
care professionals move from rural 
America to urban areas. We have seen 
the health care infrastructure scared 
to death of what is around the corner. 
We have seen premiums rise. 

If there is anything that is wrong, it 
is the title of the bill, the Affordable 
Care Act. We have made health care 
less affordable for more Americans. Let 
me say that again. This act has made 
health care less affordable for more 
Americans. It has tripled, at a min-
imum, the cost of a health care pre-
mium for somebody 30 years or under— 
tripled, at a minimum. 

This is a group who is targeted for 
enrollment. They would not enroll 
when the premium was one-third of the 
cost it is today. We have heard people 
say that Members of Congress are try-
ing to protect their own subsidy. Mem-
bers of Congress are not going to take 
the subsidy. We passed legislation, but 
at the end of the day, the public pres-
sure will be such that no one up here 
will take the subsidy. 

But if we are going to treat Federal 
workers one way, then treat all of 
them the same way. Do not pick and 
choose who—the ones who work on the 
Hill, the ones who work in our offices, 
not ones who are in committees, not 
ones who work at the FDA, the EPA or 
whatever. Let’s include everybody. 

If we want an exchange to work, then 
we have to enroll as many people and 
we have to have robust competition. 
The way this is set up we are going to 
have low enrollment. The way insurers 
have responded to the exchanges—in 
my State, we have one insurer that has 
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entered the exchange to insure the en-
tire State and one insurer that is rep-
resenting 10 counties out of 100. That is 
not competition. That is almost a mo-
nopoly. I do not blame the one that is 
in all by themselves. I blame what we 
designed, where we did not empower 
States to actually design things that 
fit their health care infrastructure and 
their State, where individuals could 
buy insurance based upon their age and 
their income and their health condi-
tion. 

We said, no, if you do not buy this 
plan, then you are going to pay a pen-
alty. We have heard a lot of debate 
about the process, but we have not 
heard as much debate about the spe-
cifics of this legislation. It is bad for 
the American people. Regardless of the 
outcome of tomorrow’s votes, this leg-
islation is still going to be in statute. 
It is still going to be implemented on 
October 1. 

I hope all of the thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands of people who have 
responded to the request to call—and 
they don’t always know why, except 
they do not like this health care plan— 
when tomorrow’s vote is over, do not 
go away. The pressure has to be on this 
institution to make the changes. 

Most Americans do not know that we 
are going to start taxing—or we are al-
ready taxing the manufacturers of 
medical devices 1.5 percent. They pay a 
surcharge to fund ObamaCare. We are 
going to charge, in the exchanges, at 
2.3 percent, I believe, a health insur-
ance premium tax for every person who 
purchases health insurance. 

We have to ask ourselves: If we are 
going to tax devices and we are going 
to tax the insurance premiums, how in 
the world can the price of health care 
go down? It cannot. This is common 
sense and math matched up. It has to 
force health care costs up. That is, in 
fact, what every American sees. 

Even your employer’s insurance, if 
you are lucky enough to still have an 
employer that is providing it, your 
health care premium is going up next 
year. If you are in an exchange, your 
premium cost is going up next year. 
Who does it benefit? It benefited maybe 
people who had preexisting conditions 
and they could not purchase insurance. 
You know what the first act of the Af-
fordable Care Act was? It was to create 
a national pool of individuals with pre-
existing conditions and they would all 
be offered insurance. 

What happened? When about 20-some- 
percent of them got enrolled, the fund 
ran out of money and the one popu-
lation that this bill was sold to pro-
tect, almost 80 percent of them, were 
left out in the cold with no options. It 
has failed since the first step. 

What I hope is that American people 
will not leave this debate and say we 
have done our best. We have not done 
our best. The Nation is betting on us to 
continue on this. Our children deserve 
whatever it takes for us to accomplish 
it. 

But as I started, let me say to the 
body, our strategy to get here was 

flawed. I know it sounded good, but it 
does not work. The only way to elimi-
nate a bill that is in statute is to pass 
a bill and have it signed by a President 
that reverses that statute. 

I am glad we have had this debate. I 
am glad the American people are now 
engaged in it. I do not think this will 
be the last discussion we have on the 
Affordable Care Act. I will assure you 
that as I have been before, I will be 
again on this floor debating my col-
leagues as aggressively and fairly as I 
can about what is wrong with this bill 
and why it should be reversed and why 
it should be replaced. 

I thank my colleague from Alaska. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TESTER). The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. BEGICH. To my colleague from 

North Carolina, thank you for the part 
about explaining the process. Some 
people think by tomorrow if there is a 
vote on defunding, suddenly something 
happens. Thank you for pointing out 
the issue of the statute. We may not 
agree on the total picture, but I have 
presented lots of ideas on how to fix 
the health care act. I would be anxious 
to work on that as we pass by tomor-
row. I thank the Senator for his com-
ments. 

I know in the last 48 hours or longer 
we have been talking about a lot of 
issues. We have been talking about 
health care, and I can read all kinds of 
stories about people who called me, 
such as the 50-year-old male from rural 
Alaska who was self-employed. He had 
lung cancer. Today, because of ACHIA 
and the ability to get into that high- 
risk pool, he now is living a good life, 
healthier, and running his business. 

I can go through all kinds of stories, 
but I don’t want us to forget the big 
issue that is facing us Tuesday; that is, 
the risk of a government shutdown and 
what that means. We can talk about 
health care for a long time. We will for 
generations, and they have done it for 
generations before I even got here. We 
need to focus on the big issue that 
faces us; that is, this shutdown that is 
potentially in front of us. 

The inability of Congress to pass a 
budget, pass annual appropriations 
bills, address these harmful automatic 
budget cuts known around here as se-
quester, because of true political 
brinksmanship, is honestly shameful 
and not why I came to Congress. When 
the budget passed, I didn’t vote for it, 
but it passed. 

The House has a budget, it passed. 
Now for some reason we can’t get peo-
ple from the minority to sit down and 
let us move to a conference committee 
to figure this out. To me, it is amazing. 
It is a simple thing. 

For the time I have been here, 3 
years at minimum, we have been hear-
ing there is no budget passed. There is 
one passed. I didn’t vote for the one 
that passed—it had too many taxes— 
but it did pass. 

Let’s get on with the conference com-
mittee and figure it out. The Presiding 

Officer, my colleague from Montana, 
and I are on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We passed bills out of the Ap-
propriations Committee and most of 
them passed in some form of biparti-
sanship—not 100 percent but in some 
form. Bringing those forward would be 
helpful. It would help us to do the job 
we were sent to do on an annual basis; 
that is, to get our budget moving for-
ward. 

I came to get the job done. I came to 
Washington to represent Alaska. I 
didn’t come to participate in this back- 
and-forth showmanship that has to go 
on in order for someone to get some 
highlight on TV or be able to get some 
byline on TV or whatever it might be. 
These games that are being played and 
played on the Senate floor are affect-
ing our national homeland security. 

Think about it. What is it like for a 
Federal employee today as they watch 
these shenanigans that go on. If you 
are one of the 5,000 dedicated Depart-
ment of Defense employees in Alaska, 
you didn’t get paid for 6 days already 
this year because of sequestration. Now 
you are wondering if you are going to 
get a paycheck on time or face more 
furloughs because this institution may 
not be able to pass a clean continuing 
resolution. 

For those who are watching, the con-
tinuing resolution says the budget we 
have is going to continue for a short 
time while we try to get our appropria-
tions bills to the floor so we can move 
those forward. It is not complicated. It 
keeps the government running, and it 
is the way we move this system for-
ward, but it is not the right approach. 
We need to have regular order for our 
appropriations bills and get rid of the 
sequestration issue once and for all. 
Don’t be confused about the issue. I 
know people like to complain about the 
Federal Government. We are the larg-
est service provider in the country. We 
provide services. 

We don’t make widgets. We produce 
service. We build roads. We are out 
there taking care of forest fires when 
they are happening. We are taking care 
of our veterans. We are making sure we 
are protected in the homeland as well 
as across the world with our national 
defense. The list goes on and on. We are 
a service company. 

As I stand here, I am honestly 
stunned we are on the verge again. I 
don’t know how many times we have 
been on the edge, just hanging over the 
edge of what might happen. Will we 
close down the government? 

I am not here to do that. As painful 
as these days are in going through the 
process, we need to move forward. We 
cannot delay military members’ pay-
checks, leaving them wondering if they 
are going to get paid again or if they 
can pay their bills on time, knowing we 
will face the same situation again and 
again in a few months. We need to fin-
ish this so we can move on to the an-
nual Department of Defense bill to con-
tinue to fund this Federal Government. 

Many of our military members are 
also wondering if they will be training, 
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waiting for the missions we call them 
out to do. Commanders can’t plan a 
training exercise now, such as the Red 
Flag-Alaska, which is a critical train-
ing program, not only for our military 
but our allies. They don’t know how 
much money they will have in the next 
fiscal year to plan. They can’t just de-
cide on a Thursday, Friday, and the 
next week we are doing a massive mili-
tary mission. It takes months of plan-
ning, but they can’t plan if they don’t 
have the resources. 

Military leaders are not only losing 
sleep over the rogue nations such as 
Iran and North Korea, they are losing 
sleep over not having the funds to pay 
their workforce and breaking faith 
with their troops as we ask them to do 
so much. We are asking the one organi-
zation we rely on to be ready 24 hours 
a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year, 
and to stay ready amidst uncertainty 
and potential shutdowns. 

We are asking its members to carry 
on without expecting pay or money to 
train. It is unrealistic, it is unreason-
able, and it is risky for our national se-
curity. 

Our Nation’s veterans—and we have 
77,000 veterans in Alaska—are won-
dering what the shutdown means for 
the claims they are waiting for. They 
are wondering if the process will create 
even lengthier delays in an already un-
acceptably slow process. I know the 
Presiding Officer and I have worked to 
try to streamline this process to get 
these claims resolved after hundreds of 
days of delay. 

Our Nation’s homeless veterans are 
wondering if they will be able to get 
their housing vouchers or lose them in 
budget cuts or if they will have to sleep 
on the streets after serving our country 
because we can’t pass a continuing res-
olution and a budget. 

In Alaska, let me tell you what that 
is like in October, moving into Novem-
ber and into December. Sleeping on the 
streets is not a comfortable situation. 
Sleeping on the streets, period, is not a 
comfortable situation. But when you 
are in those cold situations, it is even 
worse. 

We are hurting local economies and 
stifling potential job growth. We have 
$202 million of military construction 
that will be delayed in Alaska because 
we haven’t passed an annual Military 
Construction and Veterans Affairs bill. 
We passed it in appropriations, we are 
ready, and we want to do it, but this 
back-and-forth of 1 week, 1 month, 2 
months, continuing resolution again 
delays the regular order so we can cre-
ate certainty—certainty with our abil-
ity to provide for businesses in this 
country but also for the business com-
munity, construction companies. In 
Alaska you cannot just start a project 
in December and say, well, we are 
going to start doing the foundation 
work. It is a little cold. The ground is 
a little frozen. You have to be doing 
this in the summer. You have to be 
planning for this in the winter and late 
spring. 

For us to delay these projects, all we 
do is hurt the private sector jobs re-
lated to it, the families who depend on 
this, the veterans, and the military 
that depend on these important con-
struction projects. 

When the funding comes too late, the 
project is delayed, costs go up. It is not 
complicated. 

For the Senate, I have learned over 
time it is almost irrelevant. Some peo-
ple don’t care about it. They don’t care 
what it costs. They don’t even want to 
know, because they know when they 
hear it, it will be an unbelievable cost 
that we have to bear because of this 
delay and these tactics. 

I get it. We are not going to always 
agree on everything, but we have to 
compromise and solve these problems. 

As an appropriator, that is what we 
do in appropriations. It is not always 
easy. Some things I want to have hap-
pen, we can’t have. It is the same thing 
on the other side, but at the end of the 
day we find common ground. 

Sequestration also has hurt the 
Coast Guard. In Alaska, the Coast 
Guard is the lifeblood of our oceans for 
the fishing industry, oil and gas indus-
try, our recreational industry, our 
cruise ship industry. I can go through 
the list. They have lost $200 million 
from their operating expenses because 
of sequestration and an inability for 
some people to come to the table to 
solve this problem. That means about 
30 percent fewer cutters and aircraft 
doing things such as enforcing fishing 
laws. 

We have a reduced presence in the 
Arctic. They had to cut back on patrols 
to stop drugs coming from South 
America into this country. 

When you think about it, the impact 
is significant. It spreads throughout 
this whole country. As the drugs come 
in and the jobs in the country go out, 
millions of Americans are watching to 
see what Congress does. We have cre-
ated a situation where not only are we 
unable to budget for this country, but 
Americans can’t budget for their fu-
ture. They can’t even budget for the 
holiday season. It is unbelievable. 

We need to complete this work on 
this short-term continuing resolution, 
move right into our annual appropria-
tions bills, address sequestration once 
and for all, and finish the budget. We 
owe it to the American people. We owe 
it to them to ensure they have cer-
tainty, and we owe to it our business 
community to make sure they know. 
Look at last week in the market. It 
wasn’t a deep slide, but it was a slide. 

If you read the Wall Street Journal 
today or last night, there is a com-
mentary and some articles because 
they weren’t sure what the House was 
doing. The House was playing these 
games back and forth: Let’s tie this to 
it; let’s tie that to it. They are playing 
with an economy that has come back 
from the depths of a great recession. 

Is it a perfect economy? No. Is it bet-
ter? Absolutely. Do we have a fragile 
moment that we need to continue to 
build on this? Yes. 

I am not sure if those folks on the 
other side care about making sure our 
economy is strong. In some ways, I 
think they want it to falter so they can 
go into an election and say: See those 
guys, they caused the economy to go 
bad so vote them out. That is all this 
seems to be. 

I was presiding earlier and one of my 
colleagues on the other side mentioned 
a story about Alaska. I was appre-
ciative that he recognized Alaska and 
understood we had some issues in Alas-
ka. Then he mentioned three other 
Senators and their States—all the 
ones, to be frank with you, who are 
being targeted by groups as the ones 
most at risk this election cycle. 

I get it, but that is not what people 
are here to do. If you want to have that 
conversation, let’s go outside this 
building. Run those ads. Do everything 
you need to do. Do whatever you want 
on the campaign trail. Do whatever 
you need to do. 

To play these games and try to pre-
tend you are doing the government’s 
business is very irresponsible. That is 
not what is going on. What is going on 
is picking people and trying to pigeon 
hole them so they can run commercials 
against them in campaigns. I get that. 
I think the American people are fed up 
with it. They are outraged by it. I hear 
it every time I go back to Alaska. I 
hear it when I talk to people around 
the country. 

We have to do the work we were sent 
to do. The work here is to get our busi-
ness done. Setting policy is part of it 
and passing appropriations bills. We 
should be doing these on an annual 
basis, doing a budget. Again, we passed 
one out of the Senate. I didn’t support 
it because it had too many taxes, but 
we passed it. The House passed it. Let’s 
get on with doing the work. 

Every day I know some sit around 
and they say: Well, we have to do it 
this way. This is the only way it works. 

You don’t understand. The Senate is 
complicated. 

Hey, life is complicated, get on with 
it. The public expects us to do our job. 
Quit using process, rules, and gobbledy-
gook to try to get away from your re-
sponsibility in the Senate. It is time 
we sit down and deal with it. 

There will be some in my party, and 
there will be some in their party who— 
guess what—aren’t going to get what 
they want. That is the way it works. 
Compromise, find your balance, and 
move forward. 

I would love 100 percent of every-
thing. I will try it every day, but that 
is not how it ends up all the time. Com-
promise and try to find a middle 
ground, that is what we should be 
doing. 

As an appropriator, that is what I 
want to do. This is what I tried to do as 
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and that is what we should be 
doing on this floor. 

I get it. There are a couple on each 
side. It happens. We saw one who stood 
out here for 21 hours or whatever the 
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heck it was. I get it. He is passionate. 
It is important to him to make his 
point, but I also see what else is going 
on. 

Focus on your job. We are Senators. 
We are not candidates for some other 
office. We are Senators. We are here to 
do the job. It is time to get busy and do 
the job. The American people want it. 
Alaskans tell us every day they want 
us to do this. 

Let’s figure this out and get on with 
the show. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, as we 
inch closer and closer to potentially 
shutting down this government, I rise 
to remind my colleagues what a shut-
down would mean for our constituents. 
I also want to remind my colleagues it 
doesn’t have to be this way. 

Budget battles and debt ceiling de-
bates are the norm in Congress right 
now, but there was a time—there was a 
time—when both parties worked to-
gether and the American people bene-
fited. 

It hasn’t always been rosy. The budg-
et battles of the mid-1990s shut our 
government down for nearly 1 month. 
Personal insults here in the world’s 
greatest deliberative body used to be 
common. And back in the 1850s, a Sen-
ator was beaten on the Senate floor. 
But through it all, Americans trusted 
their government to meet its constitu-
tional responsibility and keep the 
lights on. After all, if we couldn’t agree 
on anything else, at least we could 
agree on keeping the lights on. 

Today, constant political brinkman-
ship and grandstanding replace com-
monsense compromise and actual gov-
erning. This is taking a toll on all 
Americans, and Montanans are no ex-
ception. 

With a government shutdown once 
again a real possibility, America’s frus-
tration is reaching new heights. For 
some folks a shutdown is another op-
portunity to shake their heads and be-
moan the state of affairs right here in 
Washington, DC. They are the lucky 
ones. For others, a shutdown will hurt 
their health, their wallets, and their 
bottom lines. 

I am talking about a veteran—a vet-
eran who could be anywhere in this 
country—whose disability case appeal 
could and probably will be delayed if 
we have a government shutdown; a sen-
ior citizen waiting for a Social Secu-
rity check; a small business owner 
waiting to get a potential contract 
that could fix a decaying road infra-
structure. 

Hotels and other businesses around 
our national parks, which would be 

closed if we have a government shut-
down, are also holding their breath to 
see what we are doing here these days. 
If the parks close because of a govern-
ment shutdown, the money coming in 
and out of the wallets of those busi-
nesses and those folks who not only 
drove to the park in anticipation of 
being able to utilize it but the busi-
nesses around the park would be im-
pacted very negatively. 

Everybody knows about the Bakken 
oil plate that is driving the economic 
growth in North Dakota and eastern 
Montana. But if the government shuts 
down, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment’s permitting office would be shut 
down too. That means wells would be 
delayed and the jobs that come with it. 

Since the House Republicans have 
been unwilling to begin negotiations on 
a new farm bill, farmers and ranchers 
are going to have a lot of questions 
come October 1. On that day, not only 
will the government shut down but the 
farm bill will expire as well. So not 
only could some folks lose critical nu-
trition assistance, but farmers and 
ranchers would have no place to go to 
get their questions answered about the 
fact there is no more farm bill for a 
commodity type; no more ability to get 
questions answered about conserva-
tion, which needs to be planned far 
ahead of time. Why? Because their 
local farm service agency office will be 
closed. Like the other government of-
fices, nobody is going to be there to an-
swer the phone. 

In Montana, Washington now is 
shorthand for uncertainty, Congress is 
shorthand for dysfunction, and faith in 
government is being eroded because 
some folks around here are more con-
cerned about raising money on C– 
SPAN than the people of this great 
country and the American economy. It 
needs to stop. 

The American people expect Mem-
bers of Congress to make smart, re-
sponsible decisions based on the best 
information we have. That means advo-
cating for issues that matter but com-
promising to get something done. That 
means giving a little and getting a 
whole lot in return. It is called gov-
erning. That is a lesson some folks 
around here need to learn. 

I would have thought flirting with a 
government shutdown and costing tax-
payers billions of dollars in 2011 would 
have been sufficient enough a lesson or 
maybe coming within a few hours of 
falling off the so-called fiscal cliff in 
2012 would have been a sufficient les-
son. I would have thought that causing 
an unprecedented credit downgrade 2 
years ago by threatening not to raise 
the debt ceiling would have knocked 
some sense into some folks. And I 
would think the American people’s 
overwhelming desire not to shut the 
government down come October 1 
would cause my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to use common 
sense. But here we are, playing politics 
once again as regular Americans twist 
in the wind. 

There is a way forward, and it doesn’t 
have to start with political games at 
the eleventh hour. It starts with work-
ing through the regular budgets and 
appropriations process and not pro-
posing amendments just to slow the 
process down. 

But funding the government is the 
easy part. In less than 1 month, we will 
once again be reaching a debt ceiling— 
a much more serious issue. If we don’t 
raise it before then, we will not be able 
to pay our bills and the economy will 
be devastated. Crashing into the debt 
ceiling will cause our credit rating to 
drop, increase the interest rates not 
only on our government debt but for 
anybody who has debt. 

If you don’t believe a farmer from 
Big Sandy, MT, maybe you will believe 
a guy by the name of Mark Zandi, an 
economist who has advised Presidents, 
Presidential candidates, and Fortune 
500 companies. He said that failing to 
raise the debt ceiling will hurt con-
sumer and business confidence, force 
businesses to stop hiring, and raise bor-
rowing costs for average Americans. 

He is far from alone. Former Repub-
lican Senator Judd Gregg says failing 
to pay our bills would ‘‘lead to job 
losses and more debt.’’ He calls failing 
to raise the debt ceiling a ‘‘terrible pol-
icy that would produce difficult times 
for people on Main Street.’’ 

Senator Gregg, whom I had the op-
portunity to serve with, spent 18 years 
here in the Senate. He knows as long as 
Congress fails to provide the American 
people with political and economic cer-
tainty by funding the government and 
raising the debt limit, we will not be 
able to tackle other important issues, 
such as replacing the sequester the 
Senator from Alaska talked about, and 
replacing it with smart budget cuts or 
striking a long-term budget agreement 
that will put this Nation on solid eco-
nomic footing. 

A government shutdown would be ir-
responsible and it would be unneces-
sary. Congress needs to do its job by 
finding a way to responsibly keep the 
government running. We cannot keep 
holding businesses, seniors, working 
families, veterans, students, and our 
military men and women hostage to 
the political whims and aspirations of 
a select few. 

When I was a member of the Montana 
Senate, my colleagues and I knew what 
we had to get done every session. Pass-
ing a budget was at the top of the list. 
Even if we didn’t agree where to cut or 
where to spend, we worked together to 
figure it out. And just like my former 
colleagues in Montana did this spring, 
we passed a budget and kept the State 
government running. Here in Wash-
ington there are a lot of pressures we 
don’t face at the State level. There are 
news channels that give any Senator a 
chance to get on TV, and every issue 
has an advocacy group fighting for its 
share of the pie. But real leaders make 
tough decisions. Real leaders work to-
gether to find common ground and 
move our Nation forward. Real leaders 
put their constituents first. 
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It is not too late. It is not too late for 

us to regain the trust of the American 
people. But it is going to take some 
work. We won’t be able to do it right 
away, but we ought to start this week, 
and we can start by responsibly fund-
ing the government, providing our 
economy and our Nation with the con-
fidence they need. That is what we did 
in Montana, and that is what we need 
to do here in Washington. 

The American people are calling for 
an end to the brinkmanship and an end 
to the gridlock, and it is time we start 
to listen to them. 

I also want to thank Senator MIKUL-
SKI, the chair of the Appropriations 
Committee, for agreeing to end a spe-
cial-interest provision that was in-
cluded by the House of Representatives 
in last year’s government funding bill a 
few months ago and the one that was 
sent over here recently. 

A few years ago the committee vol-
untarily agreed to match the House’s 
earmark moratorium, and I think it is 
interesting our friends in the House 
make very serious statements about 
the need to get rid of earmarks, then 
stuffed a few items in the spending bill 
last year that directly benefited a cou-
ple of the biggest multinational busi-
nesses in this country. I spoke to 
Chairwoman MIKULSKI about this issue 
this spring and she was very gracious 
and listened to my concerns. I am 
pleased to see she and Senator REID 
have eliminated one of those corporate 
earmarks, and I want to thank them 
for that. It will make this bill a lot 
cleaner. 

In closing, I know there are people in 
this body who want to work together 
to make this country all it can be. I 
also know there are people in this body 
who would love to see a government 
shutdown because they might be able 
to pad their own PACs or political cof-
fers. And maybe it would take a gov-
ernment shutdown to make them un-
derstand how bad this would be for the 
American people, its businesses and its 
working families. But I certainly hope 
that doesn’t happen. The American 
people don’t deserve it. This country 
doesn’t deserve it, as it comes out of 
one of the worst economic times since 
the 1930s. Quite frankly, being a busi-
nessman myself, I look at what goes on 
in Washington, DC, and all the chal-
lenges businesses have in this country, 
and the biggest challenge we have right 
now is Washington, DC. 

Let’s start moving the country for-
ward by working together. Let’s fund 
the government. Let’s not shut it 
down. And let’s do what is right when 
the debt limit debate comes around. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE EMPLEO 
PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize the Southern Nevada Em-
ployment Education Outreach, 
EMPLEO, program for their decade of 
commitment to fair and just working 
conditions for all workers. 

In 2003, EMPLEO piloted a toll-free 
hotline for immigrant workers to re-
port alleged discrimination, and other 
wage, and workplace abuses in Nevada. 
The hotline number was created in 
partnership with the U.S. Department 
of Labor, Wage and Hour Division, 
OSHA, EEOC, the Mexican Consulate of 
Las Vegas, and other private and pub-
lic agencies. 

Today, EMPLEO partners with more 
than 17 different government agencies 
that share the same common goal of 
providing access and awareness to em-
ployers and employees. EMPLEO staff 
and volunteers are diligent in their 
outreach to help educate workers 
about their labor rights. Through its 
work, EMPLEO has grown the number 
of workers it services, and in some in-
stances, has helped workers acquire 
back wages. As a trusted source in the 
community, EMPLEO is bridging the 
relationship between employees and 
employers. 

I commend EMPLEO and its many 
community partners for their commit-
ment to workers’ rights and safety. I 
also extend my gratitude to Southern 
Nevada District Director, Mr. Gaspar 
Montanez, for his leadership and com-
mitment to the mission of EMPLEO 
along with the Department of Labor, 
and staff at the Office of the Mexican 
and Salvadorian Consulate. I look for-
ward to the continuation of EMPLEO’s 
services and education to workers and 
those who employ them. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

∑ Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, Ar-
kansans are well aware of the damage 
that Mother Nature can cause. We have 
seen the devastating impact of torna-
does, flooding, ice storms, and other 
natural disasters. 

This devastation can be over-
whelming. Surveying the damage 
sometimes reveals the need to rebuild 
parts of the community, infrastruc-
ture, and neighborhoods. Oftentimes 
this causes difficulties for families who 
may be displaced from their homes or 
even their jobs. 

Time and again when we are faced 
with these catastrophes, the Arkansas 
Department of Emergency Manage-
ment has been there to activate the re-
sources necessary to protect people and 
communities and provide them with 
the basic needs as rebuilding efforts 
occur. 

This year we recognize the 60th anni-
versary of the agency tasked with re-
sponding to emergencies. No matter 
how big or small, the men and women 
of the Arkansas Department of Emer-
gency Management are ready to re-
spond at a moment’s notice and sup-
port recovery efforts. 

The agency has developed since 1953 
from an office in the Arkansas State 
Capitol with one surplus military radio 
to today’s state-of-the-art facility. 

We appreciate the hard work, dedica-
tion and commitment of the Arkansas 
Department of Emergency Manage-
ment as the agency continues to im-
prove and seek new and innovative 
ways to prepare us all for the unex-
pected.∑ 

f 

MISSING IN AMERICA PROJECT 

∑ Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to acknowledge the Missing in America 
Project’s Veteran Recovery Program, 
which has coordinated a ceremony dur-
ing which 18 Nevada veterans of the 
Vietnam and Korean wars will be laid 
to rest. On October 1, these fallen he-
roes who never received a military bur-
ial will finally be given full military 
honors at the Northern Nevada Vet-
erans Memorial Cemetery in Fernley, 
NV. 

These heroic Nevadans who will fi-
nally receive the honorable recognition 
they so rightly deserve, gave all that 
they could give in order to defend lib-
erty and the American way of life. 
They were willing to put on a uniform, 
answer the call of duty, and sacrifice 
their very lives on the altar of freedom. 
There is no higher virtue than that 
which was displayed by these 18 brave 
Nevadans, and the thousands of others 
with whom they served. And although 
years have passed since these American 
warriors gave their lives, their selfless 
sacrifice is not forgotten, but lives on 
in the hearts of those whom they died 
to defend. The very least we can do is 
express our profound gratitude and ap-
preciation for these heroes by giving 
them an honorable military burial. 

We can never thank our veterans 
enough for the immeasurable sacrifices 
they and their families have made on 
our behalf. As a member of the Senate 
Veterans Affairs Committee, I can per-
sonally attest to the importance of 
providing every available resource and 
benefit to America’s veterans. I ap-
plaud the Missing in America Project 
for helping to advance this effort by 
working diligently to ensure that lost 
veterans receive the honorable burial 
they deserve. I invite my colleagues to 
join me in thanking this organization 
for its efforts, and I join my fellow Ne-
vadans in remembering the 18 heroes 
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who will be laid to rest in a manner 
consistent with our Nation’s high es-
teem for their valiant service.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO RYAN AND RHONDA 
KELLY 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President today I 
wish to recognize Ryan and Rhonda 
Kelly of Rapid City, SD, as my nomi-
nees for the 2013 Angels in Adoption 
Award. Since 1999, the Angels in Adop-
tion program, through the Congres-
sional Coalition on Adoption Institute, 
has honored nearly 2,000 individuals, 
couples, and organizations nationwide 
for their work in providing children 
with loving, stable homes. 

Since 2005, 6 girls from China have 
come to know the love and compassion 
of high school sweethearts Ryan and 
Rhonda Kelly. One morning in January 
2005, Rhonda woke up and felt a calling 
to pursue an adoption of a baby girl in 
China. 

That calling has since developed into 
a deep passion for providing a loving, 
Christian home to girls from China. 
Over the last 8 years, Rhonda and Ryan 
have joyfully welcomed 6 girls from 
China into their family: Jenna, 
Jocelyn, Jade, Jolise, Janelle, and Joy. 
They have adopted girls as young as 18 
months to age 14. Each adoption has 
given the Kellys a new opportunity to 
meet the unique physical and emo-
tional needs of each child, a task they 
have faced with grace, determination, 
and humility. These girls joined bio-
logical children Jacob, Joshua, Julia, 
and Jonah. 

Ryan, Rhonda, and their 10 children, 
now ranging in age from 22 to 4, are 
shining examples of what it means to 
make the dream of a family a reality 
for every child. Adoption has given the 
girls the opportunity to receive the 
medical care they need, a family to 
love and care for them forever, and a 
chance for a bright future. Adoption 
has given the Kelly family an entirely 
different outlook on life: they look at 
the big picture and choose not to sweat 
the small things. This family clearly 
loves each other, supports each other, 
has empathy for each other, and gets 
to witness the miracle of adoption each 
and every day. 

With National Adoption Day just 
around the corner on November 23, 
2013, it is important that we recognize 
the compassionate families who fulfill 
the roles of foster and adoptive par-
ents. Thus, it brings me great pride to 
honor South Dakotans Ryan and 
Rhonda Kelly as my nominees for the 
2013 Angels in Adoption award, as they 
have bestowed a gift onto others in an 
immeasurable way and the impact 
their love has had is profound.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 3:10 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1961. An act to amend title 46, United 
States Code, to extend the exemption from 
the fire-retardant materials construction re-
quirement for vessels operating within the 
Boundary Line. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 3:45 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

S. 793. An act to support revitalization and 
reform of the Organization of American 
States, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. LEAHY). 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 5:11 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 3092. An act to amend the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act, and for other pur-
poses. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 6:26 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 527. An act to amend the Helium Act 
to complete the privatization of the Federal 
helium reserve in a competitive market fash-
ion that ensures stability in the helium mar-
kets while protecting the interests of Amer-
ican taxpayers, and for other purposes. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 26, 2013, she 
had presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bill: 

S. 793. An act to support revitalization and 
reform of the Organization of American 
States, and for other purposes. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–135. A memorial adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of Florida urging Con-
gress to award the United States 65th Infan-
try Regiment, the Borinqueneers, the Con-
gressional Gold Medal; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

SENATE MEMORIAL 1266 

Whereas, the Borinqueneers trace their lin-
eage to the ‘‘Puerto Rico Regiment of Volun-
teer Infantry,’’ authorized by Congress on 
March 2, 1899, as the first body of native 
troops in Puerto Rico, the only Hispanic-seg-
regated unit in the United States Armed 
Forces that played a prominent role in 
American military history; and 

Whereas, during World War I, the 
Borinqueneers rallied a force of over 1,500 to 
defend the Panama Canal, and upon their re-
turn to Puerto Rico were renamed ‘‘The 65th 
Infantry Regiment;’’ and 

Whereas, during World War II, the 
Borinqueneers served in North Africa and 
Europe, winning Naples-Foggia, Rome-Arne, 
Central Europe, and Rhineland battle cam-

paign awards; and were assigned security, 
anti-sabotage, and other occupation missions 
around Kaiserslautern and Mannheim, Ger-
many after the war; and 

Whereas, during the Korean War, the 
Borinqueneers were the only all-Hispanic 
unit; joined the United States 3rd Infantry 
Division to be among the first infantry to 
engage in battle with North Korean troops; 
served with distinction to earn 4 Distin-
guished Service Crosses, 124 Silver Stars, 9 
Korean battle campaign awards, the Presi-
dential and Meritorious Unit Commenda-
tions, 2 Korean Presidential Unit Citations, 
and the Greek Gold Medal for Bravery; and 
are credited with launching the last recorded 
battalion-sized bayonet assault in United 
States Army history; and 

Whereas, legendary United States Army 
General Douglas MacArthur lauded the 
Borinqueneers, crediting them with a reso-
lute will to victory and loyalty to the United 
States, saying, ‘‘They are writing a brilliant 
record of heroism in battle and I am indeed 
proud to have them under my command. I 
wish that we could count on many more like 
them;’’ and 

Whereas, in 1959, the Borinqueneers passed 
their colors to the National Guard of the 
United States Territory of Puerto Rico, 
withdrawing from the Regular Army, the 
only time in United States Army history 
that active unit colors were not retired, but, 
instead, turned over to a National Guard 
unit; and 

Whereas, today, the legacy of the 
Borinqueneers lives on in the National Guard 
in Puerto Rico, which continues to defend 
the United States in the ongoing War on Ter-
rorism; and 

Whereas, the Borinqueneers served and 
sacrificed, shedding blood for our democracy 
and helping to ensure our prosperity as they 
faced segregation and discrimination, pro-
tecting our nation and fighting for the good 
of all; and 

Whereas, these warriors, the 
Borinqueneers, deserve a place with all 
American heroes, and should be honored, 
commended, and never forgotten for their 
feats; and 

Whereas, the Congressional Gold Medal is 
the highest civilian award given by the 
United States Congress, awarded as an ex-
pression of public gratitude on behalf of the 
nation for distinguished contributions: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of 
Florida, That, in recognition of the bravery 
and sacrifice of the United States 65th Infan-
try Regiment, the Borinqueneers, the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States 
are urged to award the Congressional Gold 
Medal to these true heroes and defenders of 
our great nation; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this memorial be 
dispatched to the President of the United 
States, to the President of the United States 
Senate, to the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, to each member of 
the Florida delegation to the United States 
Congress, to the Puerto Rico Resident Com-
missioner, to the President of the United 
States 65th Infantry Regiment Association, 
the chairman of the Hispanic Achievers 
Grant Council, the chairman of the 
Borinqueneers Congressional Gold Medal Al-
liance, and the National Association for Uni-
formed Services. 

POM–136. A resolution adopted by the York 
County Commissioners, Maine, urging Con-
gress to recognize the importance of the F– 
35 Lightning II to Maine, the United States 
and our allies around the world by sup-
porting full funding and full production for 
the F–35 program; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
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POM–137. A concurrent resolution adopted 

by the General Assembly of the State of Ohio 
urging Congress to reconsider the statute 
and appropriations creating FirstNet; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 15 
Whereas, Ohio’s first responders require 

mission critical communications infrastruc-
ture to effectively do their jobs; and 

Whereas, Ohio has invested over 
$500,000,000 in system assets that include 
over 200 tower sites, shelters, generators, 
mobile towers, microwave backhaul con-
soles, and mobile and portable radios; and 

Whereas, Over 55,000 first responders and 
public service users at the federal, state, and 
local government levels rely on the assets 
that Ohio has invested in; and 

Whereas, The federal Middle Class Tax Re-
lief and Job Creation Act of 2012 created the 
First Responder Network Authority 
(FirstNet) within the United States Depart-
ment of Commerce National Telecommuni-
cations and Information Administration and 
tasked FirstNet with building and maintain-
ing a single, nationwide, interoperable 
broadband public safety network; and 

Whereas, FirstNet is requiring states to in-
ventory their assets and develop statewide 
plans to allow federal use or takeover of 
those assets for the undetermine nationwide 
broadband public safety network; and 

Whereas, FirstNet is requiring states to 
opt into, and provide an undetermined level 
of financial support to, the nationwide 
broadband public safety network; and 

Whereas, FirstNet appears to lack suffi-
cient funding for the nationwide broadband 
public safety network, but is requiring a self- 
sustaining model; and 

Whereas, FirstNet lacks planning and did 
not seek input from Ohio as evidenced by the 
witnesses who testified before, and sub-
mitted testimony to, the United States 
House of Representatives Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Technology in a March 2013, 
hearing entitled ‘‘Oversight of FirstNet and 
Emergency Communications’’: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
respectfully urge the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Technology to hold regular 
hearings regarding the nationwide broadband 
public safety network and require that 
FirstNet create a publicly vetted business 
plan that identifies the exact costs that Ohio 
will be mandated to appropriate or obligate 
for the nationwide broadband public safety 
network; and be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
respectfully urge the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Technology to include 
amendments to the law that would allow 
Ohio to opt-out of the nationwide broadband 
public safety network with no net costs; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
respectfully urge the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Technology to include 
amendments to the law that require 
FirstNet to provide full written assurances 
that communications provided by the na-
tionwide broadband public safety network 
will meet and exceed the current level of 
service for Ohio’s state and local public safe-
ty officers in the areas of reliability, redun-
dancy, and state-based system control; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
respectfully urge the Subcommittee on Com-
munications and Technology to include 

amendments to the law that require 
FirstNet to provide fair market compensa-
tion to Ohio for access and utilization of 
state-owned assets in support of the net-
work’s deployment; and be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
respectfully urge the United States Congress 
to reconsider the statute and appropriations 
creating FirstNet; and be if further 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the Senate 
transmit duly authenticated copies of this 
resolution to the Speaker and Clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives, the 
President Pro Tempore and Secretary of the 
United States Senate, all members of the 
United States House of Representatives En-
ergy and Commerce Committee, the mem-
bers of the Ohio Congressional delegation, 
and the news media of Ohio. 

POM–138. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Utah urg-
ing Congress to pass legislation that would 
reduce the federal tax on fuels by the 
amount of any increase in the rate of the tax 
on fuels by the states; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 6 
Whereas, federal fuel taxes associated with 

the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 were 
implemented to construct a 41,250-mile Na-
tional System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways, commonly called the Interstate 
System; 

Whereas, the Interstate System, with more 
than 46,000 miles open to traffic, has been 
completed for more than 20 years; 

Whereas, federal highway user fees are in-
creasingly used for nonhighway purposes; 

Whereas, states are required to adopt fed-
eral labor regulations, such as Davis-Bacon 
rules, that can substantially increase project 
costs; and to the members of Utah’s congres-
sional delegation. 

POM–139. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Michigan urging Congress to enact amend-
ments to the federal Electronic Communica-
tions Privacy Act to require law enforce-
ment authorities to have a warrant to access 
e-mail, no matter the age or location of the 
email; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 30 
Whereas, More and more citizens rely on 

electronic mail communication to conduct 
both private and professional business. Our 
ability to store communications at locations 
other than where the communication origi-
nated, such as ‘‘in the cloud,’’ has contrib-
uted to new challenges in protecting individ-
ual’s privacy. ECPA fails to adequately pro-
tect Americans from unreasonable searches 
of their private information stored with 
cloud and mobile providers; and 

Whereas, The 6th U.S. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has ruled that law enforcement must 
have a valid warrant to access e-mail stored 
on a provider’s server, no matter the age of 
the e-mail. However, rulings in the lower 
courts have limited jurisdiction. E-mail pro-
viders and storage location can be anywhere 
in the United States and possibly the world; 
and 

Whereas, Google, Inc. has stated that it 
will not release any e-mails, regardless of 
age, without a warrant. Google officials note 
that the U.S. Constitution’s Fourth Amend-
ment protects against unreasonable searches 
and seizures and that Amendment takes pri-
ority over ECPA; 

Whereas, The United States Senate had be-
fore it an amendment last November that 
would have required warrants for all e-mail 
seizures. However, that amendment was 

stripped from the vehicle bill before passage; 
and 

Whereas, The legislature finds that, in an 
era where technology dominates communica-
tion and increasingly more business-related 
and sensitive information is being stored via 
cloud-based email, more than ever, it is im-
portant for government to protect the rights 
of privacy and due process afforded to all of 
our state’s residents: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we urge Congress to enact amendments 
to the federal Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act to require law enforcement au-
thorities to have a warrant to access email, 
no matter the age or location of the e-mail; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–140. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation that promotes 
growth of domestic alternative fuel sources, 
such as natural gas, and reduces dependence 
on foreign oil; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 132 
Whereas, the United States needs a bal-

anced and sensible domestic energy policy; 
and 

Whereas, the Renewable Fuel Standard, es-
tablished by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
and expanded and extended by the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007, re-
quires the blending of increasing volumes of 
designated renewable fuels into the total 
transportation fuel supply, in a large part, as 
a way to reduce our country’s dependence on 
foreign petroleum; and 

Whereas, reducing dependence on foreign 
oil is not only a matter of national security 
but a significant opportunity to enhance eco-
nomic prosperity and job growth in Lou-
isiana; and 

Whereas, currently there are multiple 
routes to ethanol, including several from 
traditional fossil fuels such as natural gas, 
which is plentiful in Louisiana and several 
other states in the country; and 

Whereas, Louisiana is committed to being 
a leader in development of a sustainable na-
tional energy policy: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to enact legislation that promotes 
growth of domestic alternative fuel sources, 
such as natural gas, and reduces dependence 
on foreign oil; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–141. A resolution adopted by the Cali-
fornia State Lands Commission memori-
alizing support for the Federal Land Trans-
action Facilitation Act Reauthorization of 
2013; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

POM–142. A resolution adopted by the Cali-
fornia State Lands Commission urging Con-
gress to ensure that the entire Harbor Main-
tenance and Trust Fund receipts and interest 
is for the intended purpose of maintaining 
navigation channels; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

POM–143. A resolution adopted by the Lan-
caster City Council, California urging Con-
gress to enact comprehensive immigration 
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reform; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

POM–144. A communication from citizens 
of California memorializing their support for 
the President’s plan to increase investments 
for preschool and early childhood education; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

POM–145. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the General As-
sembly of the State of Delaware memori-
alizing a commitment to the strong and 
deepening relationship between Taiwan and 
Delaware; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 12 
Whereas, Taiwan and the United States are 

long-standing friends with a shared histor-
ical relationship and dearly cherished values 
of freedom, democracy, and human rights; 
and 

Whereas, 2013 will mark the 13th anniver-
sary of the sister-state relationship between 
Delaware and Taiwan; and 

Whereas, for the past 12 years, the sister- 
state relationship with Taiwan has been 
strengthened through the efforts of the Tai-
pei Economic and Cultural Representative 
Office (TECRO) resulting in better mutual 
understanding; and 

Whereas, Taiwan is the world’s eighteenth 
largest economy, one of the key trading 
partners of the United States, and the two- 
way trade volume between the United States 
and Taiwan reached sixty-three billion dol-
lars in 2012; and 

Whereas, Taiwan is now a member of the 
U.S. Visa Waiver program (effective Novem-
ber 1st, 2012); reflecting our friendship, trust, 
and cooperation, and making travel between 
Taiwan and the United States for business 
and tourism even more convenient; and 

Whereas, negotiations for a Bilateral In-
vestment Agreement (BIA) between Taiwan 
and the United States are ongoing and are an 
important step towards strengthening bilat-
eral trade and paving the way for a Free 
Trade Agreement (FTA); and 

Whereas, President Barack Obama and the 
leaders of eight Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(TPP) countries announced the achievement 
of the broad outlines for a 21st century TPP 
agreement on November 12, 2011, and Taiwan 
has expressed a keen interest to participate, 
so as to forge close linkages among econom-
ics, enhance competitiveness, and benefit 
consumers: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the 147th General Assembly of the State of Dela-
ware, that we hereby reaffirm our commit-
ment to the strong and deepening relation-
ship between Taiwan and Delaware; and be it 
further 

Resolved, that a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the President of the United States, 
the President of the United States Senate, 
and the Speaker of the United States House 
of Representatives. 

POM–146. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of West 
Virginia urging the United States Congress 
to begin the process of amending the Con-
stitution to provide that corporations are 
not entitled to the entirety of protections or 
rights of natural persons, specifically so that 
the expenditure of corporate money to influ-
ence the electoral process is no longer a form 
of constitutionally protected speech; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 24 
Calling upon the United States Congress to 

propose a constitutional amendment ad-
dressing the Supreme Court decision in Citi-
zens United v. Federal Elections Commis-
sion. 

Whereas, in 2010, the United States Su-
preme Court issued its ruling in Citizens 

United v. Federal Election Commission that 
enabled corporations and unions to spend un-
limited amounts of money in support of or in 
opposition to candidates for election; and 

Whereas, the people of West Virginia and 
all other states should have the power to 
limit by law the extent to which money can 
be spent in their political systems: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate: That the Senate 
hereby calls upon the United States Congress 
to propose a constitutional amendment ad-
dressing the Supreme Court decision in Citi-
zens United v. Federal Elections Commis-
sion; and be it further 

Resolved, that the West Virginia Senate 
supports an amendment to the United States 
Constitution to establish that corporations 
and unions are not entitled to the same 
rights and protections as natural persons 
under the Constitution; and be it further 

Resolved, that such an amendment should 
assure the power of the federal, state and 
local governments to limit, regulate and re-
quire disclosure of sources of all money 
spent in the course of political elections; and 
be it further 

Resolved, that the West Virginia Senate re-
quests that the West Virginia Congressional 
Delegation support such an the United 
States had the opportunity to vote on state 
and local ballot measures, including the 
states of Montana and Colorado, calling for a 
constitutional amendment to limit money in 
politics, including the entire states of Mon-
tana and Colorado, and all proposed resolu-
tions passed with overwhelming and bipar-
tisan support, averaging seventy-five percent 
of voters in favor: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate: That the Senate 
calls upon the United States Congress to pro-
pose a constitutional amendment over-
turning the United States Supreme Court’s 
Citizens United v. Federal Election Commis-
sion ruling and related cases; and be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, that the West Virginia Senate 
supports an amendment to the United States 
Constitution to establish that corporations 
and unions are not entitled to the same 
rights and protections as natural persons 
under the Constitution; and, be it 

Resolved, that such an amendment should 
assure the power of the federal, state and 
local governments to limit, regulate and re-
quire disclosure of sources of all money 
spent to influence elections; and, be it 

Resolved, that the West Virginia Senate re-
quests that the West Virginia Congressional 
Delegation support such an amendment, 
work diligently towards its passage and vote 
at all stages to advance such legislation in 
the Congress; and, be it 

Further Resolved, that the Clerk is hereby 
directed to forward a copy of this resolution 
to the Vice President of the United States 
and the President pro Tempore of the United 
States Senate, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, to the majority and mi-
nority leaders of both houses of Congress and 
to each United States Senator and Member 
of the House of Representatives from West 
Virginia. 

Opposing the United States Supreme 
Court’s interpretation of the Constitution in 
Citizens United v. Federal Election Commis-
sion regarding the constitutional rights of 
corporations; supporting an amendment to 
the Constitution to provide that corpora-
tions are not entitled to the entirety of pro-
tections or rights of natural persons, specifi-
cally so that the expenditure of corporate 
money to influence the electoral process is 
no longer a form of constitutionally pro-
tected speech; and calling on Congress to 
begin the process of amending the Constitu-
tion. 

Whereas, in 2010 the United States Su-
preme Court issued its decision in Citizens 
United v. Federal Election Commission, 
holding that independent spending on elec-
tions by corporations and other groups could 
not be limited by government regulations; 
and 

Whereas, this decision rolled back the 
legal restrictions on corporate spending in 
the electoral process, allowing for the unlim-
ited corporate spending to influence elec-
tions, candidate selection and policy deci-
sions; and 

Whereas, in reaching this decision, a nar-
row majority of the Supreme Court, relying 
on and expanding prior decisions, interpreted 
the First Amendment of the Constitution to 
afford corporations the same free speech pro-
tections as natural persons; and 

Whereas, the Supreme Court relied on 
other prior decisions which afforded the 
spending of money to influence elections the 
full protection of the First Amendment and 
disregarded the distorting and corrupting ef-
fects of unlimited money in elections; and 

Whereas, in his eloquent dissent, Justice 
John Paul Stevens rightly recognized that, 
‘‘corporations have no consciences, no be-
liefs, no feelings, no thoughts, no desires. 
Corporations help structure and facilitate 
the activities of human beings, to be sure, 
and their ‘personhood’ often serves as a use-
ful legal fiction. But they are not themselves 
members of ‘We the People’ by whom and for 
whom our Constitution was established’’; 
and 

Whereas, the court’s decision in Citizens 
United severely hampers the ability of fed-
eral, state and local governments to enact 
reasonable campaign finance reforms and 
regulations regarding corporate political ac-
tivity; and 

Whereas, corporations should not be af-
forded the entirety of protections or rights 
of natural persons, such that the expenditure 
of corporate money to influence the elec-
toral process is a form of constitutionally 
protected speech; and 

Whereas, in 2012 the same narrow majority 
of the Supreme Court voted to strike down 
longstanding campaign finance laws in the 
State of Montana without hearing any evi-
dence or argument on that state’s own his-
tory and experience with corporate spending 
and corruption; and 

Whereas, several proposed amendments to 
the Constitution have been introduced in 
Congress that would allow government to 
regulate the raising and spending of money 
by corporations to influence elections; and 

Whereas, on Election Day, 2012, over six 
million voters across the United States, in-
cluding the states of Colorado and Montana, 
had the opportunity to vote on state and 
local ballot measures calling for a constitu-
tional amendment to limit money in poli-
tics, and all proposed initiatives passed over-
whelmingly, averaging seventy-five percent 
support: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That the Senate op-
poses the United States Supreme Court’s in-
terpretation of the Constitution in Citizens 
United V. Federal Election Commission re-
garding the constitutional rights of corpora-
tions; supports an amendment to the Con-
stitution to provide that corporations are 
not entitled to the entirety of protections or 
rights of natural persons, specifically so that 
the expenditure of corporate money to influ-
ence the electoral process is no longer a form 
of constitutionally protected speech; and 
calls on Congress to begin the process of 
amending the Constitution; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Senate respectfully op-
poses the United States Supreme Court’s in-
terpretation of the Constitution in Citizens 
United v. Federal Election Commission and 
related cases allowing unlimited corporate 
election spending; and be it further 
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Resolved, that the Senate supports an 

amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion to establish that corporations are not 
entitled to the same rights and protection as 
natural persons under the Constitution; and, 
be it 

Further Resolved, that such an amendment 
should assure the power of the federal, state 
and local governments to limit, regulate and 
require disclosure of sources of all money 
spent to influence elections; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Senate charges the West 
Virginia Congressional Delegation with the 
duty to support such an amendment, to work 
diligently towards its passage and to vote at 
all stages to advance such legislation in the 
Congress; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Senate declares its in-
tention to ratify such an amendment if and 
when the Congress shall submit it to the 
states; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Clerk is hereby directed 
to deliver a copy of this resolution to the 
Vice President of the United States and the 
President pro tempore of the United States 
Senate, to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, to the Majority and Minority 
Leaders of both houses of Congress and to 
each United States Senator and Member of 
the House of Representatives from West Vir-
ginia. 

POM–147. A resolution adopted by the Mu-
nicipal Legislature of Catano, Puerto Rico 
petitioning for the release of a Puerto Rican 
political prisoner; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

POM–148. A resolution adopted by the Ala-
bama Town Board, New York memorializing 
opposition to any legislation which infringes 
upon the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM–149. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
memorializing the United States Congress to 
take such actions as are necessary to operate 
the fleet of the United States Postal Service 
vehicles on natural gas; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 180 
Whereas, since its founding in 1775, the 

United States Postal Service has been an in-
dispensable part of the country’s commu-
nication network; and 

Whereas, the modern United States Postal 
Office has struggled to compete with the 
package delivery services of the Federal Ex-
press and the United Parcel Service; and 

Whereas, with the decline in first class 
mail volume and increased competition in 
package delivery, the United States Postal 
Office loses billions every year; and 

Whereas, in attempts to stay solvent the 
United States Postal Office has delivered 
more junk mail, closed smaller postal of-
fices, and considered ending mail deliveries 
on Saturdays; and 

Whereas, one avenue that the United 
States Postal Office has not explored is the 
operation of the Postal Service motor vehi-
cle fleet on natural gas; and 

Whereas, on average natural gas costs one- 
third less than gasoline at the pump and nat-
ural gas is convenient and abundant; and 

Whereas, natural gas prices have exhibited 
significant stability compared to oil prices 
and this stability makes it easier to plan ac-
curately for long-term costs; and 

Whereas, natural gas vehicles have lower 
maintenance costs because the gas burns 
cleanly resulting in less wear and tear on en-
gines; and 

Whereas, the operation of the fleet of the 
United States Postal Service vehicles on 
natural gas would be an excellent way to 

save the United States Postal Service mil-
lions of dollars each year while making their 
vehicles safer and more efficient: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, that the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to operate the fleet of the United 
States Postal Service vehicles on natural 
gas; and be it further 

Resolved, that a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Zachary Thomas Fardon, of Illinois, to be 
United States Attorney for the Northern Dis-
trict of Illinois for the term of four years. 

Patricia M. Wald, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a Member of the Privacy and Civil 
Liberties Oversight Board for a term expir-
ing January 29, 2019. 

(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Ms. BALDWIN: 
S. 1552. A bill to demonstrate a commit-

ment to our nation’s scientists by increasing 
opportunities for the development of our 
next generation of teachers; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Ms. AYOTTE: 
S. 1553. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, to reauthorize the State infra-
structure bank program; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. HEINRICH: 
S. 1554. A bill to direct the heads of Federal 

public land management agencies to prepare 
reports on the availability of public access 
and egress to Federal public land for hunt-
ing, fishing, and other recreational purposes, 
to amend the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965 to provide funding for rec-
reational public access to Federal land, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WICKER: 
S. 1555. A bill to amend titles XVIII and 

XIX of the Social Security Act to provide for 
a delay in the implementation schedule of 
the reductions in disproportionate share hos-
pital payments, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mrs. 
HAGAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. CASEY, 
Mr. PRYOR, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DUR-

BIN, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. BURR, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
Mr. NELSON, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KAINE, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. SES-
SIONS): 

S. Res. 261. A resolution designating the 
week beginning September 23, 2013, as ‘‘Na-
tional Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week’’; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DONNELLY (for himself, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. 
TESTER): 

S. Res. 262. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of suicide prevention aware-
ness; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. WARNER, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. REED, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. COONS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
KING, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
SCHATZ, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, and Ms. WARREN): 

S. Res. 263. A resolution designating the 
week of September 23 through September 29, 
2013, as ‘‘National Estuaries Week’’; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 252 

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 252, a bill to reduce preterm labor 
and delivery and the risk of pregnancy- 
related deaths and complications due 
to pregnancy, and to reduce infant 
mortality caused by prematurity. 

S. 313 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
313, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the tax 
treatment of ABLE accounts estab-
lished under State programs for the 
care of family members with disabil-
ities, and for other purposes. 

S. 338 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 338, a bill to amend the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to 
provide consistent and reliable author-
ity for, and for the funding of, the land 
and water conservation fund to maxi-
mize the effectiveness of the fund for 
future generations, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 348 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 348, a bill to provide for 
increased Federal oversight of prescrip-
tion opioid treatment and assistance to 
States in reducing opioid abuse, diver-
sion, and deaths. 

S. 357 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6961 September 26, 2013 
357, a bill to encourage, enhance, and 
integrate Blue Alert plans throughout 
the United States in order to dissemi-
nate information when a law enforce-
ment officer is seriously injured or 
killed in the line of duty. 

S. 381 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 381, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the World War II 
members of the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raid-
ers’’, for outstanding heroism, valor, 
skill, and service to the United States 
in conducting the bombings of Tokyo. 

S. 557 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Ms. HEITKAMP) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 557, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove access to medication therapy 
management under part D of the Medi-
care program. 

S. 635 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 635, a bill to amend the 
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act to provide an 
exception to the annual written pri-
vacy notice requirement. 

S. 641 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 641, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to increase 
the number of permanent faculty in 
palliative care at accredited allopathic 
and osteopathic medical schools, nurs-
ing schools, and other programs, to 
promote education in palliative care 
and hospice, and to support the devel-
opment of faculty careers in academic 
palliative medicine. 

S. 734 
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
734, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to repeal the requirement 
for reduction of survivor annuities 
under the Survivor Benefit Plan by 
veterans’ dependency and indemnity 
compensation. 

S. 822 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 822, a bill to protect crime vic-
tims’ rights, to eliminate the substan-
tial backlog of DNA samples collected 
from crime scenes and convicted of-
fenders, to improve and expand the 
DNA testing capacity of Federal, 
State, and local crime laboratories, to 
increase research and development of 
new DNA testing technologies, to de-
velop new training programs regarding 
the collection and use of DNA evidence, 
to provide post conviction testing of 
DNA evidence to exonerate the inno-
cent, to improve the performance of 
counsel in State capital cases, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1158 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1158, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins 
commemorating the 100th anniversary 
of the establishment of the National 
Park Service, and for other purposes. 

S. 1302 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1302, a bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide for cooperative and 
small employer charity pension plans. 

S. 1349 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Ms. HEITKAMP) and the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1349, a bill to en-
hance the ability of community finan-
cial institutions to foster economic 
growth and serve their communities, 
boost small businesses, increase indi-
vidual savings, and for other purposes. 

S. 1381 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1381, a bill to amend the 
Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 to clar-
ify provisions enacted by the Captive 
Wildlife Safety Act, to further the con-
servation of certain wildlife species, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1405 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1405, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
an extension of certain ambulance add- 
on payments under the Medicare pro-
gram. 

S. 1417 

At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) and the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1417, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to reauthor-
ize programs under part A of title XI of 
such Act. 

S. 1488 

At the request of Mr. COATS, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1488, a bill to delay the application of 
the individual health insurance man-
date, to delay the application of the 
employer health insurance mandate, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1537 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mrs. MCCASKILL), the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER), the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Ms. 
AYOTTE), and the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. COATS) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1537, a bill to ensure that any new 

or revised requirement providing for 
the screening, testing, or treatment of 
individuals operating commercial 
motor vehicles for sleep disorders is 
adopted through a rulemaking pro-
ceeding, and for other purposes. 

S. 1541 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the names of the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) and the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1541, a bill to 
appropriate such funds as may be nec-
essary to ensure that members of the 
Armed Forces, including reserve com-
ponents thereof, and supporting civil-
ian and contractor personnel continue 
to receive pay and allowances for ac-
tive service performed when a Govern-
mentwide shutdown occurs, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1548 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1548, a bill to authorize the President 
to provide assistance to the Govern-
ments of Haiti and Armenia to reverse 
the effects of deforestation and restore 
within 20 years the extent of forest lev-
els in Haiti and Armenia in existence 
during the year 1990, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. CON. RES. 21 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 21, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that construction of the Key-
stone XL pipeline and the Federal ap-
provals required for the construction of 
the Keystone XL pipeline are in the na-
tional interest of the United States. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1980 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1980 intended to be pro-
posed to H.J. Res. 59, a joint resolution 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 261—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK BEGINNING 
SEPTEMBER 23, 2013, AS ‘‘NA-
TIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
WEEK’’ 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mrs. 
HAGAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
PRYOR, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. NELSON, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KAINE, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. SESSIONS) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 261 

Whereas, there are 106 historically Black 
colleges and universities in the United 
States; 
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Whereas, historically Black colleges and 

universities provide the quality education 
essential to full participation in a complex, 
highly technological society; 

Whereas, historically Black colleges and 
universities have a rich heritage and have 
played a prominent role in the history of the 
United States; 

Whereas, historically Black colleges and 
universities allow talented and diverse stu-
dents, many of whom represent underserved 
populations, to attain their full potential 
through higher education; and 

Whereas, the achievements and goals of 
historically Black colleges and universities 
are deserving of national recognition: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week beginning Sep-

tember 23, 2013, as ‘‘National Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities Week’’; and 

(2) calls on the people of the United States 
and interested groups to observe the week 
with appropriate ceremonies, activities, and 
programs to demonstrate support for histori-
cally Black colleges and universities in the 
United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 262—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF SUICIDE PREVENTION 
AWARENESS 
Mr. DONNELLY (for himself, Mr. 

ISAKSON, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. 
TESTER) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 262 
Whereas, suicide is the tenth leading cause 

of all deaths in the United States and the 
second leading cause of death among individ-
uals between the ages of 10 and 34; 

Whereas, on average, there is a death by 
suicide in the United States every 13.7 min-
utes; 

Whereas, an estimated 6,000,000 individuals 
in the United States are survivors of suicide, 
meaning they have lost a loved one to sui-
cide; 

Whereas, suicide is a leading noncombat 
cause of death among members of the Armed 
Forces; 

Whereas, on average, 22 veterans are lost 
to suicide in the United States each day; 

Whereas, the Joshua Omvig Veterans Sui-
cide Prevention Act (Public Law 110–110; 121 
Stat. 1031) was enacted in 2007 to establish a 
comprehensive program for suicide preven-
tion among veterans; 

Whereas, the Veterans Crisis Line, which 
was established under the Joshua Omvig 
Veteran Suicide Prevention Act, has re-
ceived more than 890,000 telephone calls and 
facilitated more than 30,000 life-saving res-
cues; 

Whereas, the stigma associated with men-
tal illness and suicidality works against sui-
cide prevention by discouraging individuals 
at risk of suicide from seeking life-saving 
help and further traumatizes survivors of 
suicide; 

Whereas, 90 percent of the individuals who 
die by suicide have a diagnosable psychiatric 
disorder at the time of death; 

Whereas, many suicides are preventable; 
and 

Whereas, September is National Suicide 
Prevention Awareness Month: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the goals and ideals of Na-

tional Suicide Prevention Awareness Month; 
(2) supports efforts during National Suicide 

Prevention Awareness Month to raise aware-
ness and improve outreach to individuals at 

risk for suicide, especially such efforts ad-
dressed to veterans and members of the 
Armed Forces; and 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to learn more about the warning signs 
of suicide and how each person can help pre-
vent suicide and promote mental health. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 263—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF SEP-
TEMBER 23 THROUGH SEP-
TEMBER 29, 2013, AS ‘‘NATIONAL 
ESTUARIES WEEK’’ 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr. 

BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. NEL-
SON, Mr. WARNER, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
REED of Rhode Island, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. COONS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. KING, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
SCHATZ, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, and Ms. WARREN) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. RES. 263 
Whereas, the estuary regions of the United 

States constitute a significant share of the 
economy of the United States, with as much 
as 41 percent of the gross domestic product 
of the United States generated in coastal 
shoreline counties; 

Whereas, the population of coastal shore-
line counties in the United States increased 
by 39 percent from 1970 to 2010 and is pro-
jected to continue to increase; 

Whereas, not less than 1,900,000 jobs in the 
United States are supported by marine tour-
ism and recreation and other coastal indus-
tries that rely on healthy estuaries; 

Whereas, the commercial and recreational 
fishing industries rely on healthy estuaries 
and directly support 1,700,000 jobs in the 
United States; 

Whereas, in 2011, commercial fish landings 
generated $5,300,000,000 and recreational an-
glers spent $26,780,000,000; 

Whereas, estuaries provide vital habitats 
for countless species of fish and wildlife, in-
cluding many species that are listed as 
threatened or endangered species; 

Whereas, estuaries provide critical eco-
system services that protect human health 
and public safety, including water filtration, 
flood control, shoreline stabilization, erosion 
prevention, and the protection of coastal 
communities during extreme weather events; 

Whereas, the United States has lost more 
than 110,000,000 acres of wetland, or 50 per-
cent of the wetland of the United States, 
since the first European settlers arrived; 

Whereas, bays in the United States that 
were once filled with fish and oysters have 
become dead zones filled with excess nutri-
ents, chemical wastes, harmful algae, and 
marine debris; 

Whereas, changes in sea level can affect es-
tuarine water quality and estuarine habi-
tats; 

Whereas, the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.) provides 
that it is the policy of the United States to 
preserve, protect, develop, and, if possible, 
restore or enhance the resources of the 
coastal zone of the United States, including 
estuaries, for current and future generations; 

Whereas, 24 coastal and Great Lakes 
States and territories of the United States 
operate a National Estuary Program or con-
tain a National Estuarine Research Reserve; 

Whereas, scientific study leads to better 
understanding of the benefits of estuaries to 
human and ecological communities; 

Whereas, the Federal Government, State, 
local, and tribal governments, national and 
community organizations, and individuals 
work together to effectively manage the es-
tuaries of the United States; 

Whereas, estuary restoration efforts re-
store natural infrastructure in local commu-
nities in a cost-effective manner, helping to 
create jobs and reestablish the natural func-
tions of estuaries that yield countless bene-
fits; and 

Whereas, the week of September 23 
through September 29, 2013, has been recog-
nized as ‘‘National Estuaries Week’’ to in-
crease awareness among all people of the 
United States, including Federal Govern-
ment and State and local government offi-
cials, about the importance of healthy estu-
aries and the need to protect and restore es-
tuaries: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of September 23 

through September 29, 2013, as ‘‘National Es-
tuaries Week’’; 

(2) supports the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Estuaries Week; 

(3) acknowledges the importance of estu-
aries to sustaining employment in the 
United States and the economic well-being 
and prosperity of the United States; 

(4) recognizes that persistent threats un-
dermine the health of the estuaries of the 
United States; 

(5) applauds the work of national and com-
munity organizations and public partners 
that promote public awareness, under-
standing, protection, and restoration of estu-
aries; 

(6) reaffirms the support of the Senate for 
estuaries, including the scientific study, 
preservation, protection, and restoration of 
estuaries; and 

(7) expresses the intent of the Senate to 
continue working to understand, protect, 
and restore the estuaries of the United 
States. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 1982. Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the joint resolution H.J. 
Res. 59, making continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1983. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1984. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1985. Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. PAUL, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. RISCH, Mr. 
RUBIO, and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1986. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1987. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1988. Mr. ISAKSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1989. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 
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SA 1990. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for him-

self and Mr. BENNET) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1991. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1992. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. COR-
NYN, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. BURR) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1993. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. GRAHAM) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 
59, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1994. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. GRAHAM) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 
59, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 1995. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1996. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1997. Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, and Mr. VITTER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 1998. Mr. TESTER (for Mr. CARPER) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1348, to re-
authorize the Congressional Award Act. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 1982. Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin 

submitted an amendment intended to 

be proposed by him to the joint resolu-
tion H.J. Res. 59, making continuing 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. NO GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTION TO 

THE HEALTH BENEFITS OF MEM-
BERS OF CONGRESS AND THEIR 
STAFFS. 

None of the funds made available under 
this joint resolution may be used to make a 
Government contribution relating to enroll-
ment in a health plan pursuant to section 
1312(d)(3)(D) of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act (42 U.S.C. 18032(d)(3)(D)), 
as such Government contributions are not 
authorized under that Act. 

SA 1983. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 

CERTAIN GOVERNMENT HEALTH IN-
SURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No Federal funds in this 
resolution shall be made available for any 
government contribution provided for under 
section 8906 of title 5, United States Code, 
with respect to— 

(1) a Member of Congress; 
(2) Congressional staff (including all full- 

time and part-time employees employed by 
the official office of a Member of Congress 
(whether in Washington, DC or outside of 
Washington, DC), a standing, select or joint 
committee of Congress, or a leadership office 
of the House of Representatives or the Sen-
ate; 

(3) the President; 
(4) the Vice President; or 
(5) a political appointee. 
(b) POLITICAL APPOINTEE.—In this section, 

the term ‘‘political appointee’’ means any 
individual who— 

(1) is employed in a position described 
under sections 5312 through 5316 of title 5, 
United States Code, (relating to the Execu-
tive Schedule); 

(2) is a limited term appointee, limited 
emergency appointee, or noncareer ap-
pointee in the Senior Executive Service, as 
defined under paragraphs (5), (6), and (7), re-
spectively, of section 3132(a) of title 5, United 
States Code; or 

(3) is employed in a position in the execu-
tive branch of the Government of a confiden-
tial or policy-determining character under 
schedule C of subpart C of part 213 of title 5 
of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

SA 1984. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE ll—BIENNIAL APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. l01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Biennial 
Appropriations Act’’. 
SEC. l02. REVISION OF TIMETABLE. 

Section 300 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 631) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘TIMETABLE 
‘‘SEC. 300. (a) TIMETABLE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The timetable with re-

spect to the congressional budget process for 
any fiscal year is as follows: 

‘‘On or before: Action to be completed: 
First Monday in February .................................................. President submits his budget. 
February 15 ......................................................................... Congressional Budget Office submits report to Budget Committees. 
Not later than 6 weeks after President submits budget ..... Committees submit views and estimates to Budget Committees. 
April 1 ................................................................................. Budget Committees report concurrent resolution on the budget. 
April 15 ............................................................................... Congress completes action on concurrent resolution on the budget. 
May 15 ................................................................................ Biennial appropriation bills and the defense appropriation bill may be consid-

ered in the House as provided in subsection (b). 
June 10 ................................................................................ House Appropriations Committee reports last appropriation bill. 
June 15 ................................................................................ Congress completes action on reconciliation legislation. 
June 30 ................................................................................ House completes action on appropriation bills. 
August 1 .............................................................................. Congress completes action on appropriation bills. 
October 1 ............................................................................ Fiscal year begins. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of any first 
session of Congress that begins in any year 
immediately following a leap year and dur-

ing which the term of a President (except a 
President who succeeds himself or herself) 

begins, the following dates shall supersede 
those set forth in subsection (a): 

‘‘First Session 
‘‘On or before: Action to be completed: 
First Monday in April ........................................................ President submits his budget. 
April 15 ............................................................................... Congressional Budget Office submits report to Budget Committees. 
April 20 ............................................................................... Committees submit views and estimates to Budget Committees. 
May 15 ................................................................................ Budget Committees report concurrent resolution on the biennial budget. 
June 1 ................................................................................. Congress completes action on concurrent resolution on the biennial budget. 
July 1 .................................................................................. Biennial appropriation bills may be considered in the House. 
July 20 ................................................................................ Biennial appropriation bills and the defense appropriation bill may be consid-

ered in the House as provided in subsection (b). 
August 1 .............................................................................. Congress completes action on biennial appropriations bills and reconciliation 

legislation. 
October 1 ............................................................................ Biennium begins. 

‘‘(b) BIENNIAL APPROPRIATION BILLS AND 
DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL.—Appropria-
tion bills shall be enacted as follows: 

‘‘(1) ODD-NUMBERED YEARS.—In odd-num-
bered years Congress shall consider pursuant 
to the budget process in this title and 
enact— 

‘‘(A) an annual defense appropriation bill; 
and 

‘‘(B) biennial appropriation bills for— 
‘‘(i) Agriculture; 
‘‘(ii) Transportation, HUD; 
‘‘(iii) Interior, Environment; 
‘‘(iv) Labor, HHS, Education; and 

‘‘(v) Military Construction, Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(2) EVEN-NUMBERED YEARS.—In even-num-
bered years Congress shall consider pursuant 
to the budget process in this title and 
enact— 
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‘‘(A) an annual defense appropriation bill; 

and 
‘‘(B) biennial appropriation bills for— 
‘‘(i) Commerce, Justice, Science; 
‘‘(ii) Energy and Water; 
‘‘(iii) Homeland Security; 
‘‘(iv) Financial Services; 
‘‘(v) Legislative Branch; and 
‘‘(vi) State–Foreign Operations.’’. 

SEC. l03. AMENDMENTS TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUND-
MENT CONTROL ACT OF 1974. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 of such Act (2 
U.S.C. 622) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(11) The term ‘biennium’ means the pe-
riod of 2 consecutive fiscal years beginning 
on October 1.’’. 

(b) COMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS.—Section 302 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 633) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by— 
(A) inserting after ‘‘for the first fiscal year 

of the resolution,’’ the following: ‘‘and for 
appropriations for each fiscal year in the bi-
ennium and for the first fiscal year of the 
resolution for defense,’’; 

(B) striking ‘‘for that period of fiscal 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘for all fiscal years cov-
ered by the resolution’’; and 

(C) inserting after ‘‘for the fiscal year of 
that resolution’’ the following: ‘‘for defense 
and for each fiscal year in the biennium’’; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after 
‘‘budget year’’ the following: ‘‘for defense 
and the biennium’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f)(2)(A), by— 
(A) inserting after ‘‘the first fiscal year’’ 

and inserting ‘‘or each fiscal year of the bi-
ennium’’; and 

(B) striking ‘‘the total of fiscal years’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the total of all fiscal years cov-
ered by the resolution’’. 
SEC. l04. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 31, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
(a) DEFINITION.—Section 1101 of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) ‘biennium’ has the meaning given to 
such term in paragraph (11) of section 3 of 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 622(11)).’’. 

(b) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO 
THE CONGRESS.— 

(1) EXPENDITURES.—Section 1105(a)(5) of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘the fiscal year for which the budg-
et is submitted and the 4 fiscal years after 
that year’’ and inserting ‘‘each fiscal year in 
the biennium for which the budget is sub-
mitted and in the succeeding 4 fiscal years’’. 

(2) RECEIPTS.—Section 1105(a)(6) of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘the fiscal year for which the budget is sub-
mitted and the 4 fiscal years after that year’’ 
and inserting ‘‘each fiscal year in the bien-
nium for which the budget is submitted and 
in the succeeding 4 years’’. 

(3) BALANCE STATEMENTS.—Section 
1105(a)(9)(C) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘the fiscal year’’ and 
inserting ‘‘each fiscal year in the biennium’’. 

(4) FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES.—Section 
1105(a)(12) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended in subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘the fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘each fiscal 
year in the biennium’’. 

(5) ALLOWANCES.—Section 1105(a)(13) of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘the fiscal year’’ and inserting 
‘‘each fiscal year in the biennium’’. 

(6) ALLOWANCES FOR UNCONTROLLED EX-
PENDITURES.—Section 1105(a)(14) of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘that year’’ and inserting ‘‘each fiscal year 
in the biennium for which the budget is sub-
mitted’’. 

(7) TAX EXPENDITURES.—Section 1105(a)(16) 
of title 31, United States Code, is amended by 

striking ‘‘the fiscal year’’ and inserting 
‘‘each fiscal year in the biennium’’. 

(8) FUTURE YEARS.—Section 1105(a)(17) of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the fiscal year following 
the fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘each fiscal 
year in the biennium following the bien-
nium’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘that following fiscal year’’ 
and inserting ‘‘each such fiscal year’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘fiscal year before the fis-
cal year’’ and inserting ‘‘biennium before the 
biennium’’. 

(9) PRIOR YEAR OUTLAYS.—Section 
1105(a)(18) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the prior fiscal year’’ and 
inserting ‘‘each of the 2 most recently com-
pleted fiscal years,’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘for that year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘with respect to those fiscal years’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘in that year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘in those fiscal years’’. 

(10) PRIOR YEAR RECEIPTS.—Section 
1105(a)(19) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘the prior fiscal year’’ and 
inserting ‘‘each of the 2 most recently com-
pleted fiscal years’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘for that year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘with respect to those fiscal years’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘in that year’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘in those fiscal years’’. 

(c) ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES OF LEGISLA-
TIVE AND JUDICIAL BRANCHES.—Section 
1105(b) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘each year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘each even-numbered year’’. 

(d) RECOMMENDATIONS TO MEET ESTIMATED 
DEFICIENCIES.—Section 1105(c) of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘the fiscal year for’’ the 
first place it appears and inserting ‘‘each fis-
cal year in the biennium for’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘the fiscal year for’’ the 
second place it appears and inserting ‘‘each 
fiscal year of the biennium, as the case may 
be, for’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘for that year’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘for each fiscal year of the biennium’’. 

(e) CAPITAL INVESTMENT ANALYSIS.—Sec-
tion 1105(e)(1) of title 31, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘ensuing fiscal year’’ 
and inserting ‘‘biennium to which such budg-
et relates’’. 
SEC. l05. TWO-YEAR APPROPRIATIONS; TITLE 

AND STYLE OF APPROPRIATIONS 
ACTS. 

Section 105 of title 1, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 105. Title and style of appropriations Acts 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) NONDEFENSE.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the style and title of all Acts 
making appropriations for the support of the 
Government shall be as follows: ‘An Act 
making appropriations (here insert the ob-
ject) for each fiscal year in the biennium of 
fiscal years (here insert the fiscal years of 
the biennium).’. 

‘‘(2) DEFENSE.—The style and title of Acts 
making appropriations for the support of de-
fense shall be as follows: ‘An Act making ap-
propriations for defense for fiscal year (here 
insert the fiscal year).’. 

‘‘(3) AMOUNTS.—All Acts making regular 
appropriations for the support of the Govern-
ment shall specify the amount of appropria-
tions provided for each fiscal year in such pe-
riod. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘biennium’ has the same 

meaning as in section 3(11) of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 622(11)); and 

‘‘(2) Acts described in subsection (a)(1) 
shall be considered as provided in section 

300(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
(2 U.S.C. 631(b)).’’. 
SEC. l06. MULTIYEAR AUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 

‘‘AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 
‘‘SEC. 316. (a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not 

be in order in the House of Representatives 
or the Senate to consider— 

‘‘(1) any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report that authorizes 
appropriations for a period of less than 2 fis-
cal years, unless the program, project, or ac-
tivity for which the appropriations are au-
thorized will require no further appropria-
tions and will be completed or terminated 
after the appropriations have been expended; 
and 

‘‘(2) in any odd-numbered year, any author-
ization or revenue bill or joint resolution 
until Congress completes action on the bien-
nial budget resolution, all regular biennial 
appropriations bills, and all reconciliation 
bills. 

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—In the Senate, sub-
section (a) shall not apply to— 

‘‘(1) defense; 
‘‘(2) any measure that is privileged for con-

sideration pursuant to a rule or statute; 
‘‘(3) any matter considered in Executive 

Session; or 
‘‘(4) an appropriations measure or rec-

onciliation bill.’’. 
(b) AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 

The table of contents set forth in section 1(b) 
of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing after the item relating to section 315 the 
following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 316. Authorizations of appropria-

tions.’’. 
SEC. l07. CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In each year that the ac-
tivities of an agency are not required to be 
funded pursuant to section 300(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, the committee 
of the House and the Senate with legislative 
jurisdiction over that agency shall hold a 
joint oversight hearing with the cor-
responding subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations of their respective House 
with jurisdiction over the agency. 

(b) HEARING.—The hearing required by sub-
section (a) shall review— 

(1) the mission of the agency; 
(2) the impact of biennial budgeting on 

agency efficiency; 
(3) the cost savings associated with bien-

nial budgeting; 
(4) new programs created in the off year of 

the agency budget; and 
(5) programs that were terminated in the 

off year of the agency budget. 
SEC. l08. REPORT ON TWO-YEAR FISCAL PERIOD. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this title, the Director of OMB 
shall— 

(1) determine the impact and feasibility of 
changing the definition of a fiscal year and 
the budget process based on that definition 
to a 2-year fiscal period with a biennial budg-
et process based on the 2-year period; and 

(2) report the findings of the study to the 
Committees on the Budget of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. 
SEC. l09. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as provided in section 7, this title 
and the amendments made by this title shall 
take effect on January 1, 2015, and shall 
apply to budget resolutions and appropria-
tions for the biennium beginning with fiscal 
year 2016. 

SA 1985. Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
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RISCH, Mr. RUBIO, and Mr. VITTER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the joint resolution 
H.J. Res. 59, making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE ll—ONE PERCENT SPENDING 
REDUCTION 

SEC. l01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘One Per-

cent Spending Reduction Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. l02. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PUR-

POSE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) The fiscal crisis faced by the Federal 

Government demands immediate action. 
(2) The dramatic growth in spending and 

debt in recent years threatens our economic 
and national security: 

(A) Federal spending has grown from 18 
percent of GDP in 2001 to nearly 23 percent of 
GDP in 2012. 

(B) Total Federal debt exceeds 
$16,000,000,000,000 and is projected to increase 
each year over the next 10 years. 

(C) Without action, the Federal Govern-
ment will continue to run massive deficits in 
the next decade and total Federal debt will 
rise to approximately $25,000,000,000,000 by 
2023. 

(D) Interest payments on this debt will 
soon rise to the point where balancing the 
budget as a matter of policy is beyond the 
reach of Congress. 

(3) Due to recent tax hikes, Federal reve-
nues are scheduled to rise to approximately 
19 percent of GDP, a full percentage point 
above the average of about 18 percent of GDP 
over the past 40 years. 

(4) Absent reform, the growth of Social Se-
curity, Medicare, Medicaid, and other 
health-related spending will overwhelm all 
other Federal programs and consume all pro-
jected tax revenues. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to address the fiscal crisis by— 

(1) acting quickly to balance the Federal 
budget and eliminate the parade of deficits 
and ballooning interest payments; 

(2) achieving balance by reducing spending 
one percent per year until spending equals 
projected long-term revenues; and 

(3) reforming entitlement programs to en-
sure long-term fiscal stability and balance. 
SEC. l03. ESTABLISHMENT AND ENFORCEMENT 

OF SPENDING CAPS. 
(a) OUTLAY CAPS.—The Balanced Budget 

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended by inserting after section 253 the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 253A. ESTABLISHING OUTLAY CAPS. 

‘‘(a) OUTLAY CAPS.—In this section, the 
term ‘outlay cap’ means: 

‘‘(1) FISCAL YEAR 2014.—For fiscal year 2014, 
the aggregate outlays (less net interest pay-
ments) for fiscal year 2014 shall be 
$3,233,000,000,000, less one percent. 

‘‘(2) FISCAL YEAR 2015.—For fiscal year 2015, 
the aggregate outlays (less net interest pay-
ments) for fiscal year 2015 shall be the 
amount computed under paragraph (1), less 
one percent. 

‘‘(3) FISCAL YEAR 2016 AND SUBSEQUENT FIS-
CAL YEARS.—(A) For fiscal year 2016 and each 
subsequent fiscal year, the aggregate outlays 
shall be 19 percent of the gross domestic 
product for that fiscal year as estimated by 
OMB prior to March of the previous fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding paragraph (A), for 
any fiscal year beginning with fiscal year 

2017, the aggregate projected outlays may 
not be less than the aggregate projected out-
lays for the preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(b) SEQUESTRATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) EXCESS SPENDING.—Not later than 45 

calendar days after the beginning of a fiscal 
year, OMB shall conduct a sequestration to 
eliminate the excess outlay amount. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(i) For fiscal years 2014 and 2015 and for 

purposes of this subsection, the term ‘excess 
outlay amount’ means the amount by which 
total projected Federal outlays (less net in-
terest payments) for a fiscal year exceeds the 
outlay cap for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(ii) For fiscal year 2016 and in subsequent 
fiscal years and for purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘excess outlay amount’ 
means the amount by which total projected 
Federal outlays for a fiscal year exceeds the 
outlay cap for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) SEQUESTRATION.— 
‘‘(A) On August 15 of each year, CBO shall 

issue a sequestration preview report as de-
scribed in section 254(c)(4). 

‘‘(B) On August 20 of each year, OMB shall 
issue a sequestration preview report as de-
scribed in section 254(c)(4). 

‘‘(C) On October 31 of each year, OMB shall 
issue its final sequestration report as de-
scribed in section 254(f)(3). It shall be accom-
panied by a Presidential order detailing uni-
form spending reductions equal to the excess 
outlay amount as defined in this section. 

‘‘(D) The reductions shall generally follow 
the process set forth in sections 253 and 254, 
except as provided in this section. 

‘‘(3) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.—If the August 
20 OMB report projects a sequestration, the 
Committees on Budget of the Senate and 
House of Representatives may report a reso-
lution directing their committees to change 
the existing law to achieve the spending re-
ductions outlined in the August 20 report 
necessary to meet the outlay limits. 

‘‘(c) NO EXEMPT PROGRAMS.—Section 255 
and section 256 shall not apply to this sec-
tion, except that payments for net interest 
(budget function 900) shall be exempt from 
the spending reductions under sequestration. 

‘‘(d) LOOK BACK.—If, after November 14, a 
bill resulting in outlays for the fiscal year in 
progress is enacted that causes excess out-
lays, the excess outlay amount for the next 
fiscal year shall be increased by the amount 
or amounts of that breach.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO 
BBEDCA.— 

(1) SEQUESTRATION PREVIEW REPORTS.—Sec-
tion 254(c)(4) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(4) OUTLAY CAP SEQUESTRATION REPORTS.— 
The preview reports shall set forth for the 
budget year estimates for the following: 

‘‘(A)(i) For each of budget years 2014 and 
2015: the aggregate projected outlays (less 
net interest payments), less one percent. 

‘‘(ii) For budget year 2016 and each subse-
quent budget year: the estimated gross do-
mestic product (GDP) for that budget year. 

‘‘(B) The amount of reductions required 
under section 253A. 

‘‘(C) The sequestration percentage nec-
essary to achieve the required reduction 
under section 253A.’’. 

(2) FINAL SEQUESTRATION REPORTS.—Sec-
tion 254(f) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended 
by inserting at the end the following: 

‘‘(6) OUTLAY CAPS SEQUESTRATION RE-
PORTS.—The final reports shall contain all 
the information required in the outlay cap 
sequestration preview reports. In addition, 
these reports shall contain, for the budget 
year, for each account to be sequestered, es-
timates of the baseline level of sequestrable 

budgetary resources and resulting outlays 
and the amount of budgetary sources to be 
sequestered and result in outlay reductions. 
The reports shall also contain estimates of 
the effects on outlays on the sequestration of 
each outyear for direct spending programs.’’. 

(c) ENFORCEMENT.—Title III of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing after section 315 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 316. ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES. 

‘‘(a) OUTLAY CAPS.—It shall not be in order 
in the House of Representatives or the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, or conference report that in-
cludes any provision that would cause the 
most recently reported, current outlay cap 
set forth in section 253A of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to be breached. 

‘‘(b) WAIVER OR SUSPENSION.— 
‘‘(1) IN THE SENATE.—The provisions of this 

section may be waived or suspended in the 
Senate only by the affirmative vote of two- 
thirds of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn. 

‘‘(2) IN THE HOUSE.—The provisions of this 
section may be waived or suspended in the 
House of Representatives only by a rule or 
order proposing only to waive such provi-
sions by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

‘‘(c) POINT OF ORDER PROTECTION.—In the 
House, it shall not be in order to consider a 
rule or order that waives the application of 
paragraph (2) of subsection (b). 

‘‘(d) MOTION TO SUSPEND.—It shall not be 
in order for the Speaker to entertain a mo-
tion to suspend the application of this sec-
tion under clause 1 of rule XV.’’. 
SEC. l04. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

The table of contents set forth in— 
(1) section 1(b) of the Congressional Budget 

and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 315 the following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 316. Enforcement procedures.’’; 

and 
(2) section 250(a) of the Balanced Budget 

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 253 the following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 253A. Establishing outlay caps.’’. 
SEC. l05. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by it 
shall apply to fiscal year 2014 and subsequent 
fiscal years, including any reports and cal-
culations required for implementation in fis-
cal year 2014. 

SA 1986. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lllll. EFFECT OF OMB REPORT WITH 

RESPECT TO THE STANDARD SET-
TING BODY. 

The Office of Management and Budget de-
termination with respect to the Standard 
Setting Body (527-00-5377) pursuant to sec-
tion 302 of Public Law 112-25 shall have no 
force or effect. 

SA 1987. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 
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At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. lllll. END GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWNS 

ACT. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘End Government Shutdowns 
Act’’. 

(b) AUTOMATIC CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 13 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1310 the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1311. Continuing appropriations 

‘‘(a)(1) If any appropriation measure for a 
fiscal year is not enacted before the begin-
ning of such fiscal year or a joint resolution 
making continuing appropriations is not in 
effect, there are appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to continue any program, 
project, or activity for which funds were pro-
vided in the preceding fiscal year— 

‘‘(A) in the corresponding appropriation 
Act for such preceding fiscal year, taking 
into account any sequestration that was im-
plemented; or 

‘‘(B) if the corresponding appropriation bill 
for such preceding fiscal year did not become 
law, then in a joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for such preceding fis-
cal year, taking into account any sequestra-
tion that was implemented. 

‘‘(2) Appropriations and funds made avail-
able, and authority granted, for a program, 
project, or activity for any fiscal year pursu-
ant to this section shall be at a rate of oper-
ations not in excess of the lower of— 

‘‘(A) 100 percent of the rate of operations 
provided for in the regular appropriation Act 
providing for such program, project, or activ-
ity for the preceding fiscal year, taking into 
account any sequestration that was imple-
mented; 

‘‘(B) in the absence of such an Act, 100 per-
cent of the rate of operations provided for 
such program, project, or activity pursuant 
to a joint resolution making continuing ap-
propriations for such preceding fiscal year, 
taking into account any sequestration that 
was implemented; or 

‘‘(C) 100 percent of the annualized rate of 
operations provided for in the most recently 
enacted joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for part of that fiscal year or 
any funding levels established under the pro-
visions of this Act; 
for the period of 120 days. After the first 120 
day period during which this subsection is in 
effect for that fiscal year, the applicable rate 
of operations shall be reduced by 1 percent-
age point. For each subsequent 90 day period 
during which this subsection is in effect for 
that fiscal year, the applicable rate of oper-
ations shall be reduced by 1 percentage 
point. The 90-day period reductions shall 
continue beyond the last day of that fiscal 
year until the new appropriation has been 
enacted. 

‘‘(3) Appropriations and funds made avail-
able, and authority granted, for any fiscal 
year pursuant to this section for a program, 
project, or activity shall be available for the 
period beginning with the first day of a lapse 
in appropriations and ending with the date 
on which the applicable regular appropria-
tion bill for such fiscal year becomes law 
(whether or not such law provides for such 
program, project, or activity) or a con-
tinuing resolution making appropriations 
becomes law, as the case may be. 

‘‘(b) An appropriation or funds made avail-
able, or authority granted, for a program, 
project, or activity for any fiscal year pursu-
ant to this section shall be subject to the 
terms and conditions imposed with respect 
to the appropriation made or funds made 
available for the preceding fiscal year, or au-
thority granted for such program, project, or 
activity under current law. 

‘‘(c) Expenditures made for a program, 
project, or activity for any fiscal year pursu-
ant to this section shall be charged to the 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza-
tion whenever a regular appropriation bill or 
a joint resolution making continuing appro-
priations until the end of a fiscal year pro-
viding for such program, project, or activity 
for such period becomes law. 

‘‘(d) This section shall not apply to a pro-
gram, project, or activity during a fiscal 
year if any other provision of law (other 
than an authorization of appropriations)— 

‘‘(1) makes an appropriation, makes funds 
available, or grants authority for such pro-
gram, project, or activity to continue for 
such period; or 

‘‘(2) specifically provides that no appro-
priation shall be made, no funds shall be 
made available, or no authority shall be 
granted for such program, project, or activ-
ity to continue for such period.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of chapter 13 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 1310 the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘1311. Continuing appropriations.’’. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
or an amendment made by this section shall 
be construed to replace any directions in 
statute relating to sequestration that are in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 1988. Mr. ISAKSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. lll. HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS. 

Section 163 of the Continuing Appropria-
tions Act, 2011 (Public Law 111–242), as 
amended by Public Law 111–322 and Public 
Law 112–175, is further amended in sub-
section (b), by striking ‘‘2013–2014’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2015–2016’’. 

SA 1989. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CONDITIONING PROVISION OF PRE-

MIUM AND COST-SHARING SUB-
SIDIES UNDER THE PATIENT PRO-
TECTION AND AFFORDABLE CARE 
ACT UPON CERTIFICATION THAT A 
PROGRAM TO VERIFY HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME AND OTHER QUALIFICA-
TIONS FOR THOSE SUBSIDIES IS 
OPERATIONAL. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no premium tax credits shall be per-
mitted under section 36B of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and no reductions in cost- 
sharing shall be permitted under section 1402 
of the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act (42 U.S.C. 18071) prior to the date on 
which the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services certifies 
to Congress that there is in place a program 
that successfully and consistently verifies, 
consistent with section 1411 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 18081), the household income and cov-
erage requirements of individuals applying 
for such credits and cost-sharing reduction 
reductions. 

SA 1990. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for 
himself and Mr. BENNET) submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. llll. Chapter 9 of title X of divi-
sion A of the Disaster Relief Appropriations 
Act, 2013 (Public Law 113–2; 127 Stat. 34) is 
amended in the second proviso of the matter 
under the heading ‘‘EMERGENCY RELIEF PRO-
GRAM’’ under the heading ‘‘FEDERAL-AID HIGH-
WAYS’’ under the heading ‘‘FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION’’ by inserting ‘‘or in cal-
endar year 2013 in the State of Colorado by 
flooding: Provided further, That such amount 
is designated by Congress as being for emer-
gency requirements pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)(i))’’ after ‘‘Sandy’’. 

SA 1991. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. (a) Chapter 32 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
subchapter E. 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 4221 of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen-
tence. 

(c) Paragraph (2) of section 6416(b) of such 
Code is amended by striking the last sen-
tence. 

(d) The table of subchapters for chapter 32 
of such Code is amended by striking the item 
relating to subchapter E. 

(e) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to sales after December 31, 2013. 

SA 1992. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. BURR) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the joint resolu-
tion H.J. Res. 59, making continuing 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ——. PARTICIPATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOY-

EES IN QUALIFIED HEALTH PLANS 
OFFERED THROUGH EXCHANGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1312(d)(3)(D) of 
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act (42 U.S.C. 18032(d)(3)(D)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(D) NO FEHBP ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES.— 

‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this subparagraph— 
‘‘(I) the terms ‘annuitant’, ‘member of fam-

ily’, and ‘former spouse’ have the meanings 
given those terms under section 8901 of title 
5, United States Code; and 

‘‘(II) the term ‘Federal employee’— 
‘‘(aa) has the meaning given the term ‘em-

ployee’ under section 8901 of title 5, United 
States Code; and 

‘‘(bb) includes an officer or employee of the 
United States Postal Service or the Postal 
Regulatory Commission. 

‘‘(ii) PARTICIPATION IN QUALIFIED HEALTH 
PLANS.—Notwithstanding chapter 89 of title 
5, United States Code, or any other provision 
of this title, on and after January 1, 2014— 

‘‘(I) a Federal employee shall be treated as 
a qualified individual eligible to enroll in a 
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qualified health plan offered through an Ex-
change in the State in which the Federal em-
ployee resides; and 

‘‘(II) a Federal employee and a member of 
the family or former spouse of a Federal em-
ployee shall not be eligible to be enrolled 
(other than as an annuitant or a member of 
the family or former spouse of an annuitant) 
in a health benefits plan under chapter 89 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

‘‘(iii) ADMINISTRATION.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Of-

fice of Personnel Management, in coopera-
tion with the Secretary, other appropriate 
Federal officials, Exchanges, and health 
plans, shall establish procedures to carry out 
this subparagraph. 

‘‘(II) NO GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTION.—For 
an individual enrolled in a qualified health 
plan under this subparagraph, the Govern-
ment may not make a contribution under 
chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code, 
with respect to such enrollment.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Chapter 89 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in section 8905— 
(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘An em-

ployee’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in 
section 8915, an employee’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(b) An annuitant’’ and all 

that follows through the end of paragraph (2) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(b) An annuitant— 
‘‘(1) who— 
‘‘(A) at the time he becomes an annuitant 

was enrolled in a health benefits plan under 
this chapter as an employee or enrolled in a 
qualified health plan under section 
1312(d)(3)(D) of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act (42 U.S.C. 18032(d)(3)(D)) 
for a total period of not less than— 

‘‘(i) the 5 years of service immediately be-
fore retirement; 

‘‘(ii) the full period or periods of service be-
tween the last day of the first period, as pre-
scribed by regulations of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, in which he is eligible 
to enroll in the plan and the date on which 
he becomes an annuitant; or 

‘‘(iii) the full period or periods of service 
beginning with the enrollment which became 
effective before January 1, 1965, and ending 
with the date on which he becomes an annu-
itant; 
whichever is shortest; and 

‘‘(B) if the annuitant becomes an annu-
itant on or after January 1, 2014, was en-
rolled in a health benefits plan under this 
chapter on December 31, 2013; 

‘‘(2) who is a member of the family of an 
employee who— 

‘‘(A) is enrolled in a qualified health plan 
under section 1312(d)(3)(D) of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act (42 
U.S.C. 18032(d)(3)(D)); and 

‘‘(B) was enrolled in a health benefits plan 
under this chapter on December 31, 2013; or 

‘‘(3) who at the time he becomes an annu-
itant was enrolled in a health benefits plan 
under this chapter as a member of the family 
of an employee or an annuitant;’’; and 

(ii) in the matter following paragraph (2), 
by striking ‘‘may continue his enrollment’’ 
and inserting ‘‘may enroll in a health bene-
fits plan under this chapter’’; 

(C) in subsection (c)(1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘of an 
individual who is entitled, on the date of the 
dissolution of the marriage, to enroll in a 
health benefits plan under this chapter’’ 
after ‘‘A former spouse’’; and 

(D) in subsection (h)(1), by inserting ‘‘who 
is otherwise eligible to enroll in a health 
benefits plan under this chapter and’’ after 
‘‘An unenrolled employee’’; 

(2) in section 8905a(b)(1)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) on the date on which the employee is 
separated from service, is eligible to enroll 
in a health benefits plan under this chapter; 
and’’; 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 8915. Termination of employee eligibility 

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this chapter, on and after January 1 2014— 

‘‘(1) an employee and a member of the fam-
ily and a former spouse of an employee shall 
not be eligible to enroll in a health benefits 
plan under this chapter based on the status 
of the employee as an employee; and 

‘‘(2) no Government contribution for 
health benefits under this chapter shall be 
made on behalf of an employee or a member 
of the family or a former spouse of an em-
ployee.’’; and 

(4) in the table of sections, by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘8915. Termination of employee eligibility.’’. 

(c) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act or an amendment made by this Act 
shall be construed to limit the eligibility of 
an individual for the Medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) or the TRICARE pro-
gram under chapter 55 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

SA 1993. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. GRA-
HAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, making 
continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. Section 1244(c)(3) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008 (8 U.S.C. 1157 note) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) FISCAL YEAR 2014.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clauses (ii) through (iv), the total number of 
principal aliens who may be provided special 
immigrant status under this section during 
the first 3 months of fiscal year 2014 shall be 
2,000. 

‘‘(ii) EMPLOYMENT PERIOD.—The 1-year pe-
riod during which the principal alien is re-
quired to have been employed by or on behalf 
of the United States Government in Iraq 
under subsection (b)(1)(B) shall begin on or 
after March 20, 2003, and end on or before 
September 30, 2013. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION DEADLINE.—The prin-
cipal alien seeking special immigrant status 
under this subparagraph shall apply to the 
Chief of Mission in accordance with sub-
section (b)(4) not later than December 31, 
2013. 

‘‘(iv) APPLICATION DATE.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph, the date on which a prin-
cipal alien is provided special immigrant sta-
tus under this section is deemed to be the 
date on which the alien applied for such sta-
tus.’’. 

SA 1994. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. GRA-
HAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the 
joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, making 
continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014, and for other purposes; which 

was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. Section 1244(c)(3) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008 (8 U.S.C. 1157 note) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) FISCAL YEAR 2014.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clauses (ii) and (iii), the total number of 
principal aliens who may be provided special 
immigrant status under this section during 
the first 3 months of fiscal year 2014 shall be 
the sum of— 

‘‘(I) the number of aliens described in sub-
section (b) whose application for special im-
migrant status under this section is pending 
on September 30, 2013; and 

‘‘(II) 2,000. 
‘‘(ii) EMPLOYMENT PERIOD.—The 1-year pe-

riod during which the principal alien is re-
quired to have been employed by or on behalf 
of the United States Government in Iraq 
under subsection (b)(1)(B) shall begin on or 
after March 20, 2003, and end on or before 
September 30, 2013. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION DEADLINE.—The prin-
cipal alien seeking special immigrant status 
under this subparagraph shall apply to the 
Chief of Mission in accordance with sub-
section (b)(4) not later than December 31, 
2013.’’. 

SA 1995. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 
59, making continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. Section 1244(c)(3) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2008 (8 U.S.C. 1157 note) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(C) FISCAL YEAR 2014.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clauses (ii) and (iii), the total number of 
principal aliens who may be provided special 
immigrant status under this section during 
the first 3 months of fiscal year 2014 shall be 
the sum of— 

‘‘(I) the number of aliens described in sub-
section (b) whose application for special im-
migrant status under this section is pending 
on September 30, 2013; and 

‘‘(II) 2,000. 
‘‘(ii) EMPLOYMENT PERIOD.—The 1-year pe-

riod during which the principal alien is re-
quired to have been employed by or on behalf 
of the United States Government in Iraq 
under subsection (b)(1)(B) shall begin on or 
after March 20, 2003, and end on or before 
September 30, 2013. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION DEADLINE.—The prin-
cipal alien seeking special immigrant status 
under this subparagraph shall apply to the 
Chief of Mission in accordance with sub-
section (b)(4) not later than December 31, 
2013.’’. 

SA 1996. Mr. INHOFE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 59, 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 1lll. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used for Federal 
participation in international climate 
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change events unless the United States of-
fers an addendum to the Fifth Assessment 
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change stating that anthropogenic 
climate change is a scientifically unproven 
theory. 

SA 1997. Mr. INHOFE (for himself, 
Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. VITTER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the joint resolution 
H.J. Res. 59, making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 1lll. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used to promulgate 
or enforce regulations relating to greenhouse 
gas emissions from electric generating units. 

SA 1998. Mr. TESTER (for Mr. CAR-
PER) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1348, to reauthorize the Congres-
sional Award Act; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect as of October 1, 
2013. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on September 26, 
2013, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on September 26, 
2013, at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions be author-
ized to meet, during the session of the 
Senate, to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Newborn Screening Saves Lives: The 
Past, Present, and Future of the New-
born Screening System’’ on September 
26, 2013, at 10 a.m. in room 430 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on September 26, 2013, at 10 
a.m. to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Outside the Box: Reforming and Re-
newing the Postal Service, Part II— 
Promoting a 21st Century Workforce.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on the Judiciary 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate, on September 26, 
2013, at 10 a.m., in SD–226 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building, to conduct 
an executive business meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on September 
26, 2013, at 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Bob Ross, a 
detailee from the Department of Agri-
culture to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and Mike Hallinan, a fellow 
in my personal office, be granted the 
privilege of the floor for the remainder 
of the 113th Congress. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Rita Culp, a 
detailee from the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to the Committee on 
Appropriations, be granted floor privi-
leges for the remainder of the 113th 
Congress, and Tiffany Taylor, a 
detailee from the Department of the 
Interior to the Committee on Appro-
priations, be granted floor privileges 
for the remainder of the first session of 
the 113th Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL AWARD PRO-
GRAM REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2013 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to Calendar No. 196, S. 1348. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1348) to reauthorize the Congres-

sional Award Act. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Carper amendment, 
which is at the desk, be agreed to, the 
bill, as amended, be read a third time 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 1998) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
This Act shall take effect as of October 1, 

2013. 
The bill (S. 1348), as amended, was or-

dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1348 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Congres-
sional Award Program Reauthorization Act 
of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. TERMINATION. 

Section 108 of the Congressional Award Act 
(2 U.S.C. 808) is amended by striking ‘‘Octo-
ber 1, 2013’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2018’’. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect as of October 1, 
2013. 

f 

NATIONAL HISTORICALLY BLACK 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
WEEK 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
261, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 261) designating the 

week beginning September 23, 2013, as ‘‘Na-
tional Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the resolution. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be agreed to, 
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 261) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Reso-
lutions Submitted.’’) 

f 

SUICIDE PREVENTION AWARENESS 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 262, submitted earlier 
today by Senators DONNELLY and ISAK-
SON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 262) supporting the 

goals and ideals of suicide prevention aware-
ness. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

SUICIDE PREVENTION MONTH 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, Sep-
tember is Suicide Prevention Month. 
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As chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Veteran’s Affairs, I would like to 
take a moment to discuss the impor-
tance of suicide prevention and ways in 
which we can all help our Nation’s vet-
erans cope with the invisible wounds of 
war. 

Serving in defense of our Nation, par-
ticularly during a time of war, can 
place tremendous strains on service-
men and women, sometimes leading to 
mental health conditions ranging from 
mild depression to severe post-trau-
matic stress disorder. These conditions 
are reasonable reactions to very abnor-
mal situations. 

While behavioral health conditions 
rarely lead to suicide, it is clear the 
consequences of failing to properly ad-
dress and treat these conditions are 
dire. According to a report released 
earlier this year by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, 22 veterans take their 
own lives each day. This is tragic and 
unacceptable. 

For veterans and their families 
struggling with mental health condi-
tions, there is hope. Help is available 
through VA and dozens of non-profit 
organizations who have made it their 
mission to serve those who have served 
our Nation. 

VA has made great strides to im-
prove its suicide prevention efforts. As 
of June, the Department has hired over 
1,600 new mental health professionals 
to provide care and treatment to our 
veterans. These added positions are es-
sential as VA works to meet the re-
quirements established by Congress to 
provide initial mental health evalua-
tions within 24 hours and comprehen-
sive evaluations within 14 days of a 
veteran’s request. Moreover, VA has 
put a priority on patient-centered care, 
which includes mental health as part of 
primary care and involves family mem-
bers in the treatment process. 

Additionally, VA operates the Vet-
erans Crisis Line, a critical resource 
for veterans and their loved ones. The 
Veterans Crisis Line is a toll-free, con-
fidential resource that connects vet-
erans in distress with qualified, caring 
VA responders. Family members and 
friends can also use this resource to 
learn how to recognize the signs of sui-
cide, speak to a suicide prevention co-
ordinator, and receive information re-
garding the services available in their 
area. 

The Veterans Crisis Line has a his-
tory of success. Approximately 93 per-
cent of all Veterans Crisis Line refer-
rals are made to callers with a history 
of using VA health care facilities in the 

past 12 months. Veterans who call the 
hotline are more likely to access inter-
vention and treatment services fol-
lowing a rescue through the hotline. 
More importantly, those who have been 
rescued or received a referral for follow 
up care have a reduced rate of repeated 
suicide attempts over a 12-month pe-
riod. 

In addition to VA, veteran service or-
ganizations, non-profit organizations, 
and local health care providers can also 
help. In my home State of Vermont, 
the Vermont Veterans Outreach Pro-
gram, operated by the Vermont Na-
tional Guard, has played a critical role 
in supporting the needs of Guard mem-
bers and veterans, and helping to pre-
vent suicide. I am proud to have se-
cured the initial funding to establish 
this program in 2007 and am thankful 
for their efforts. Aside from working 
directly with veterans and their fami-
lies to determine their needs, the out-
reach program provides a liaison to 
help these individuals better navigate 
the VA system. Team members meet 
frequently with VA officials to ensure 
they are aware of any new VA initia-
tives in order to better inform veterans 
and their families of the options for 
care and support available. The 
Vermont Veterans Outreach Program 
has helped countless veterans return 
from war to become successful contrib-
uting members of their communities. I 
am tremendously proud of the outreach 
programs’ work and am pleased other 
States have begun similar programs. 

Just as these organizations provide 
assistance, friends and family can also 
ensure veterans receive the help they 
need. We must each be aware of the 
signs, symptoms, and risk factors of 
suicide. We must not be afraid to take 
action to assist friends and neighbors 
in crisis. Suicide is preventable and we 
all have a role to play. Providing sup-
port can mean lending a compassionate 
ear, listening for concerning answers, 
and guiding veterans to resources that 
can help. 

Even one veteran taking his or her 
life is too many. As a long standing ad-
vocate for veterans, I will continue to 
work to counter issues that prevent 
veterans and their families from seek-
ing care, such as the stigma sur-
rounding mental illness, negative per-
ceptions of treatment and other bar-
riers that may result in prematurely 
dropping out of treatment. 

I ask that my colleagues join me in 
committing themselves to ensuring 
that the brave men and women who 
have worn our Nation’s uniform receive 

timely access to high quality mental 
health care. Our veterans have already 
sacrificed so much in defense of our 
country. They should not be left to 
fend for themselves when coping with 
the invisible wounds of war. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be agreed to, 
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 262) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 
27, 2013 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Friday, Sep-
tember 27, 2013; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, and the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that fol-
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 
resume consideration of H.J. Res. 59, 
the continuing resolution, under the 
previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. And that the filing 
deadline for all second-degree amend-
ments to the joint resolution be 10:30 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. TESTER. There will be up to 
four rollcall votes at 12:30 p.m. tomor-
row. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent it 
adjourn under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:01 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
September 27, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. 
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